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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Henry Mason Bompas, Q.O., has been appointed Judge 
of the Bradford County Court Circuit (No. 11) in succession to 
Judge Gares, resigned. Mr. Bompas is Recorder of Plymouth, 
and has, we believe, on three occasions been a candidate for a 
seat in Parliament. 





Ir wit be remembered that, under the Finance Act, 1894, on 
the death of a person domiciled in the United om, estate 
duty is payable on movable property of the d situate in 
a British possession ; but, under section 20, a deduction is to be 
allowed of duty payable in a British possession in respect of 
property situate in such ion passing on death, provided 
section 20 has been applied to such possession by Order in 
Council. We print elsewhere two Orders in Council app the 


vi 
section to the sane of Manitoba, British Columbia, and 
Ontario, in the : 


minion of Canada. 
WE Aso print elsewhere two Orders in Council appl the 
; hala er 
According 





Colonial Probates Act, 1892, to the provinces of 
and British Columbia, in the Dominion of Oanada. 
to the iast edition of Tristram and Coote’s Probate 
the Act has already been applied to the Cape of Good 
New South Wales, South Australia, Western 
New } ia, Gibraltar, British Honduras, 
Kong, the province of Ontario, British Guiana, the Gold 
Colony, the Straits Settlements, the Bahamas, Bar 

Fiji, Trinidad and Tobago, Jamaica, Na 
Leeward Islands. The practice as to ing will 
in the above-mentioned work. 
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THERE are two tables (Nos, xv. an ii.) i 
issued Civil Judicial Statistics which interest 
both legal and lay. Those tables contain the 
that each judge sat during 1894, Of the 
Justice Stratine heads the list with 213, followed 
Justice Nortu with 212. Mr. Justice 
Kexewics tie for third place with 208, while Mr. 
is a good last with 205. In the Queen’s i 
more di in the numbers. Probably no one would 

that Mr. Justice Hawxurs with 
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Garanrnax 209, Mr. Justice Kzennepy 203, Mr. Justice Wiis 
201, Baron Potxock 200, Mr. Justice Maruew 198, Mr. Justice 
Corts 197, Mr. Justice Lawnance 187, and Mr. Justice Cave 
well to the rear with 184. It is whispered that the figures are 
derived from the judges’ clerks, and that some judges’ clerks 
have counted Sundays on circuit among their masters’ working 
days, but perhaps rumour lies in this respect. We notice that 
Mr. Justice Vaucnan Wiitiams does not appear at all: is that 
because of the difficulty of classifying him either as a Queen’s 
Bench or a Chancery judge, or is it merely that he disdains this 
arithmetical rule of thumb for assessing judges’ industry and 
effectiveness ? 


Last wEEK the so-called cab strike developed a new feature, 
when the cabmen determined to refuse to drive a passenger 
inside a railway station. It can hardly be argued that they are 


justified in law in so refusing. The Metropolitan Public 
Darriage Act, 1869, enacts that a hackney carriage is one which 
oe or hire ‘‘ within the limits of this Act.” It has been 
ecided that the arrival platform of a railway station in London 
is a place within the limits of that Act, and that it is illegal for 
an unlicensed cab to ply for hire within the station, although it 
is private property: see Clarke v. Stanford (19 W. R. 846, L. R. 
6 Q. B. 357). The representatives of the drivers in this dispute 
have taken advantage of this decision and have successfully 
taken proceedings against the drivers of unlicensed cabs for 
plying for hire within the stations. Now, the Hackney Carriage 
, 1853, provides that the driver of a hackney carriage is 
liable to a penalty if he refuses to drive “‘ to any place within the 
limits of this Act, not exceeding six miles, to which he shall be 
required to drive any person hiring or intending to 
hire such carriage.” The limits of each of these Acts 
is, of course, the same—namely, the Metropolitan Police 
District and the City of London. It appears, therefore, 
that the drivers maintain that while the arrival platform of a 
London railway station is a place within the limite of these Acts, 
‘the departure platform is not such a place. The magistrates 
have, however, refused to take this view or even to state a case 
for the opinion of the High Court. Neither will the magistrates 
allow that the orders of their “‘ Union” is such a ‘‘ reasonable 
excuse ” as under the last-mentioned Act would justify a cabman 
refusing to drive to a certain named place. 





Somz YEaRs ago there used to be frequent suggestions for the 
employment of official shorthand writers in order to take the 
idence in all actions tried in the High Court. We imagine 
the uselessness of the innovation was the reason why the 
suggestions never took practical form. The matter has been 
revived by the appointment of such officials in the Lancaster 
Palatine Court. The expense of taking the notes, it appears, is 
to be defrayed by the Duchy, but transcripts will only be made 
at the expense of the parties desiring to have them. So far as 
concerns saving of expense to suitors, or saving the time of the 
court, we cannot see that the scheme promises any advantage. 
When the parties desire to have the chance of referring to the 
evidence, the mere taking of the shorthand note can be secured ata 
‘comparatively trifling cost. The substantial expense is incurred 
when a transcript is actually wanted, and there is no proposal for 
saving this to the parties under the official system. And it is 
quite a mistake to suppose that the official notes will relieve the 
judge of the duty of taking notes for himself. Assuming that 
e should be entitled to have the notes transcribed for his use, yet 
in ordinary cases this could not be done in time for the summing 
up, and if it could, the summing up would be far less efficient 
dove in a verbatim report than when done from the short 
motes taken by the judge. Even if the judge could dispense 
with notes, the pace of the court would still not be accelerated. 
Counsel must have their own note of the evidence for imme- 
diate use, and the j wip Sewn not in fairness allow the exami- 
nation to be hurried. Moreover, in important cases the employ- 
ment of the official shorthand writer would not absolve the 
parties from the necessity of having their own shorthand writer 
present. It is not to be expected that the official writers will 
transcribe their notes and get them printed ready for the follow- 


ing day ; but this is what the parties require, and what, if the 





evidence is to be useful, they must have. Apparently an official 


system of shorthand evidence would only of advantage in 
@ rare cases where parties, who have not taken the precaution 
to have the evidence recorded, find they subsequently require it. 





In THE case of Waite v. Littlewood (41 L, J. Ch. 636), ona © 


special case to determine whether trustees for certain persons 
for life, with remainders over, without express powers of 
investment, could exercise the statutory power of investment, 
Romitty, M.R., said that what he held in all these cases was 
that the only restriction to be placed on the trustees was that 
they might not invest in any redeemable security at a premium. 


The general doctrine of the court, as is well known, is thatany — 


appropriation of funds, the interest of which is given to a person 
for life and the capital to remaindermen, must be in securities 
of a permanent character (Stewart v. Sanderson, 18 W. R. 278, 
L. R. 10 Eq. 26, at p. 28, yer Matis, V.C.), where the trust 
was to invest as the trustees might in their absolute discretion 
think fit for the benefit of testator’s wife for life, and after- 
wards for his children; but that was held not to authorize 
investment upon determinable securities. But section 2 of 
the Trustee Act, 1893 (re-enacting similar provisions of the 
Trust Investment Act, 1889), permits investment by trustees 
under the powers of the Act in redeemable securities authorized 
by the Act, although at a premidm, thus giving legislative 
sanction to a considerable iunovation. The old doctrine 
must be regarded as “in part abrogated, and for the rest 
modified ” as regards the statutory investments: see Vaizey on 
Investment of Trust Money, p. 55, though the same learned 
and experienced author elsewhere expresses some doubt as to 
the extent of the statutory authority in exonerating trustees 
from responsibility for the loss of capital (see *bid., p. 137). 
The enactment does not expressly apply to investments other 
than the redeemable securities thereby authorized, but it 
remains to be seen whether the former doctrine can stand un- 
affected by its principle. It seems somewhat anomalous that 
investments authorized by law should be on a different footing 
in this respect from investments authorized by an investment 
clause. If a certain latitude is proper and expedient in the one 
class of investments, is it not equally so in the other? For 
example, an investment clause usually includes Oolonial stocks, 
and it will be found that, if those which are redeemable at par 
and stand at a premium are excluded, the choice is cut down to a 
few comparatively recent issues of 3 per cent. stock. The con- 
ditions of the time seem to call for some general relaxation of 
the strictness with which the courts have applied the principle 
of equity that in ‘“‘making investments trustees must act im- 
partially between tenants for life and remaindermen.” 





Arrer THE decisions in Re Field (33 W. R. 553, 29 Ch. D, 
608) and Re Robson (38 W. R. 556, 45 Ch. D. 71) it is obviously 
a difficult matter to contend that a lessor’s solicitor is entitled to 
receive a negotiating fee in res of a premium obtained upon 
the granting of the lease. The attempt has been made in Re 
Horn and Francis (reported elsewhere), and has failed. Under the 
Remuneration Order the charges of solicitors in respect of 
leases are governed by Part 2 of Schedule I.; and, in the first 
instance, a scale fee, calculated upon the rent reserved, is 
allowed to the lessor’s solicitor for 
completing the lease and counterpart. e rules applic- 
able to this part of the schedule allows a further charge if the 
lessor furnishes an abstract of title; and rule 5 provides for the 
case where the lease is made partly in consideration of a money 
payment or premium, and partly of arent. In addition to the 
remuneration ibed in respect of the rent, the solicitor is 
then entitled to ‘‘a further sum equal to the remuneration on a 

urchase at @ price equal to such money payment or premium.” 

n Re Horn and Francis the lease was granted at a premium of 
£5,000 and a rent of £250a year. The lessor’s solicitor claimed 
his scale fee on the rent, and in addition he claimed the two items 
of the scale fee under Schedule I., Part 1, which are assigned to 
the vendor’s solicitor on‘a sale by private treaty—namely, £40, 
the amount of the negotiating fee, and £45, the fee for deducing 
title, &c. Upon the language of rule 5 there is considerable 
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und for the claim. In respect of the premium the solicitor 
is to be put into exactly the same position as if there had been 
a purchase at that sum, and upon this hypothesis, assuming 
further that the solicitor had carried out the purchase from 
beginning to end, he would be entitled to both items. It is no 
answer to say that he has not earned a negotiating fee. This 
argument was used with respect to the ‘‘ deducing title” fee by 
the taxing-master in Re Robson (supra), with the result of 
cutting the solicitor out of Part I. altogether, and it was 
disallowed by Norrs, J. If he has not earned the one 
fee neither has he earned the other. In the majority of 
cases the lessor does not shew his title, and where he does his 
solicitor is already additionally remunerated under rule 1. Rule 
5 gives him a fee calculated upon a purely hypothetical state of 
facts, and, primd facie, there is no reason why he should not 
take both items suitable to a hypothetical sale at the amount of 
the premium. It was held, however, by the Court of Appeal in 
Re Field (supra) that the scale fee on the rent includes the 
solicitor’s remuneration for negotiating; and in Re Robson, 
accordingly, Norrn, J., pointed out that the negotiating fee in 
Part I. could not be brought in under rule 5. Re Robson no 
such claim, indeed, was made, the solicitor being content to ask 
for the fee for deducing title, &c., or possibly the matter would 
have been examined more closely. In strictness it seems ques- 
tionable whether the decision in Re Field does exclude the 
introduction of the negotiating fee under the hypothetical cir- 
cumstances contemplated by rule 5. Practically, however, it 
would be a strong measure to allow the fee in the face of these 
earlier decisions, and in Re Horn and Francis Ourrty, J., con- 
a the solicitor to the £45, the amount of the fee for deducing 
title. s 





Tux casz of Reg. v. Justices of London, Ex parte Kerfoot (ante, 
p. 13), is another addition to the many cases which have been 
decided during the last few years on the disqualification, by 
reason of bias, of persons in a judicial position. Nothing can 
be more important than that every tribunal which has the 
power to adjudicate on the status, the property, or the rights of 
any individual should be free from all suspicion of partiality. 
It is so well established as to be not open to discussion that the 
slightest pecuniary interest in a m in a judicial position will 
disqualify him from acting. But such a m may be dis- 
qualified for other reasons. It is a principle of the greatest 
importance that no man must be both judge and accuser. It 
is this principle which came before the court in the recent case. 
It will be seen that the justices of the Tower Division refused 
to renew a certain public-house licence, and the publican 


appealed to Quarter Sessions. Thereupon the chairman of the | gge¢ 


Tower justices issued a circular to all the justices of the county 
of London. This circular intimated that the Tower justices 
attached such importance to the appeal that they had instructed 
counsel to appear in support of their decision, and expressed a 
hope that the recipient might be able to attend at the hearing. 
It was argued that this circular was likely to bring 

justices hostile to the appellant, and to so prejudice the minds of 
the justices as to disqualify them from acting. The court con- 
sidered the issuing of the circular to be an unwise act, but at 


the same time refused to say that it was sufficient to bias the | ad 


minds of the justices who acted. It must be noticed that the 
circular did not invite the justices to dismiss the appeal, and it 
*may fairly be argued that, as it was sent to all justices, it was 
just as likely to bring to the Quarter Sessions justices who 
were favourable to the appellant as otherwise. Anyhow, it 
seems rather far-fetched to argue that the mere receipt of a 
| letter, even if it did ask a justice to decide in a certain way, 
| could prejudice that justice; it is well known that the jud 
| of the High Court receive numerous letters from litigants urging 
them to take certain courses. There is a certain similarity, but also 
@ very important distinction, between this case and thatof Reg. v. 
London County Council, Ex parte Akkersdyk (40 W. R. 285 ; 1892, 
1Q. B. 190). In the last mentioned case the Licensing Com- 
mittee of the London County Council had refused the a pe 
@ music and dancing licence, and he had applied for pas c 
to the full Council. At the hearing of this application certain 
members of the Committee, who had voted with the majority 
in refusing the licence, instructed counsel to appear and oppose 


his intentions, can hardly fail to sink into the position of 
fod pay Ag He ieleaeie to SF coal eee te he 























































wae not mai . 
whatever in the ings, even by sitting amongst the other 
councillors, the court held the decision of the Council was 
vitiated. In the recent case, however, the justices who had sent 
out the circular took no part whatever in the ings. 

were present in the court, but did not sit on the or take 
aay gant Sn, he Semana Clearly mere presence in the co 
could not affect the proceedings, as any prosecutor or plainti 
is entitled to be present at the hearing in which he is interested. 
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Unper sxcTion 163 of the one Act, 1862, any distress 
put in force against the effects of a company which is being 
wound up is void, but this section oy ee in cases where 
leave has not been obtained under on 87 ; and under the / 
latter section it is com t for the court to it a distress to 
be levied (Re Exhall Coal Co. (Limited), 4 De G. J. & 8. 377). 
For either a landlord or a mortgagee, however, to obtain s 
leave he must shew some special canity which entitles him to be 
relieved of the burden ugh ordinarily in 












the case of a landlord it will be ; 

retained po mi aC nremise oO: of = 
: Dé ¢ On ollvery Co., 21 Ch. D. . Buta 

mortgagee on a different footing. He has much less 


inducement than the landlord to enter and take possession of the 
pro , Since, instead of being forthwith able to deal with it 
ap Cony bye the snerans poiaes 0 Beanere 
ion. There is less reason, therefore, to assume thathe +.“ 
held his hand in order not to interfere with the liquidator, 
and he will not so readily obtain leave to distrain (2s ire 
Co pinning Co., opposite view seems, 


indeed, to have been taken by Frx, J., in Re Brown, Bayley, 
Dizon (18 Ch. D. 649), and a was treated cu 
an equal claim with a lessor to enforce by distress arrears 


interest which had accrued due after the commencement of the 
winding up. But in the recent case of Re Higginshaw Mills and 


Spinning Co. (1896, 2 Oh. 544) the pri that the mortgagee 
is in an inferior position to the lan pe of ob 
leave to distrain has been again enforced, and leave was 


where the liquidators had remained in possession of the mills 
which were the subject of the mortgage and had kept them in 
order. Their course of action was beneficial both to the mort- 
ed rable 5 Pag oe weokenesis hile alan 
nothing inequitable in i mortgagees their i 
remedy bey Satenia. The lapliook taeon Comal ha the stipu- 
lated return for the beneficial user of the , and w 
the property is retained he is entitled to his remedies ; 
but the mortgagee must look to be recouped by the benefit 
the property arising from the liquidator’s occupation. 





Ir 1s a little difficult to realize the sort of law which would be 
ini in a court from which all lawyers were carefully 
excluded. Pogsibly it would be presum 


Sot wae fie Nasnces Seen aoe. aah Maa udge might dis- 
creetly hold his tongue and allow wisdom to i 
ledge came. It may at least be said, however, that the 

e of advocates is necessary to insure the uniform ad- 
ministration of the law, and in their absence the judge, howeyer 


particular case, but are as an instrument 
moulding and By Bay law. It is intelligible, 24 
that the ireito Tan the Sth st Savane: tee 
jubilant over the decision of Judicial of the 


rotected Malay States—Mr. Lawrence O. Jackson, who was 
peviet last June—to udience to lawyers in his court. 
traits Settlements, of course, have their 








Court, with a 
Chief Justice and three puisne judges, a bar to practise 
before it, and justice is i usual way. If any 
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ogee is dissatisfied he can appeal to the Privy Council. But 
the adjoining Malay States justice is a thing of more recent 
growth, and hitherto it seems the Judicial Commissioners have 
preferred to dispense with professional assistance. The forecast 
of commercial prosperity which the Straits Times makes on the 
basis of the recent change is an interesting example of the con- 
nection between business and the régular administration of the 
law. In Singapore, with its well-established court, money can 
be borrowed re pve security at 6 percent. The rate of interest 
on equally good security in the Protected Malay States has 
never, it is said, been less than 12 per cent. But that was 
because there was no law in the States and no one could tell 
whether he would be able to enforce his security. It is predicted 
that with the admission of lawyers to the Commissioner’s court 
the rate of interest will fall and capital will flowin. Lawyers, 
it would seem, have their uses after all. 








IS A BICYCLE ORDINARY LUGGAGE ? 


Is a bicycle Re a which a passenger by a 
railway is entitl take with him free of charge? This 
question is frequently asked; it has not, so far as we are 
aware, been authoritatively answered by the courts, unless a 
decision given by the judge of the Newbury County Oourt on 
the 13th of August last can be considered as settling the 
uestion. In that case (Zhe Great Western Railway Co. v. 
wards, noticed in the Zimes of the 14th of August) the 
defendant had arrived at Paddington en route for Newbury with 
his bicycle just before the starting of the train, and the company 
declined to carry it, no ticket having been taken for it. The 
defendant accordingly went on his journey leaving the machine 
at Paddington, and as it was not sent after him as soon as he 
, he travelled up to London to look for it without 
paying his fare ; for this the company sued him, and there was 
a counterclaim for the detention of the bicycle. The question 
of the right of the company to refuse to take the machine as 
ordinary luggage seems to have been argued, for the county 
court judge, in deciding in favour of the company, is said to 
ra held that “‘a bicycle could not be treated as passengers’ 
ut although the precise case of a bicycle does not appear 
to have been raised in any of the superior courts, there are 
at least two decisions of the Court of Queen’s Bench which 
bear upon the subject. The first of these is Hudston vy. The 
Midland Railway Co. (L. R. 4 Q. B. 366). In that case 
the private Act of the company provided that a first-class 
passenger might take with him his “ordinary luggage,” not 
exceeding 100 Ibs. in weight, free of charge; and a regula- 
tion of the company allowed to such passenger 112 Ibs. ‘‘of 
personal luggage only (not being merchandise or other articles 
carried for him on profit)” : nothing seems to have turned upon 
the difference in language of the Act and the regulation. The 
plaintiff, a first-class passenger, took with him from London 
to Beeston, not, as the name of the latter place would suggest, a 
bicycle, but a “spring horse’ for a child to ride on, weighing 
78 lbs., and paid, under protest, 2s. 6d. for its carriage. fn an 
action to recover this sum, it was held by Lusu, Hannen and 
Hayes, JJ., that this article was not such personal luggage as 
is usually carried by passengers as part of their baggage. 
The words of the statute and of the regulation must, 
according to Lusn, J., be taken to describe “a class 
of articles which are ordinarily or usually carried by 
travellers as their luggage,” and a spring horse did not fall 
within this definition. That learned judge, however, expressly 
himself from bein welensinel to decide that the words 
“personal luggage’ embrace only those things which are 
carried for the personal use and convenience of the traveller 
himself. 
Two years afterwards Macrow vy. The Great Western Railway 
Co, (L. R. 6 Q. B. 612) was decided by Cocxsury, O.J., 
‘gnd Buracksurn and Metior, J.J. This was an action for 
the loss of “ personal lu e” consisting of a box containing 
a number of sheets, blankets, and quilts; by their special Act 
the company was bound to carry free of charge a fixed 


quantity. of ‘‘ ordinary luggege,” and the question, as stated by 


pod xo Justice, was whether hoes coreg kere were 
“ordinary passengers gage. t was held that they were 
not, as they were fntended “not for the use of the traveller on 
the journey, but for the use of his household when permanently 
settled.” The true rule is there stated to be “‘ that whatever the 
passenger takes with him for his personal use or convenience 
according to the habits or wants of the particular class to 
which he belongs, either with reference to the immediate 
necessities or to the ultimate purpose of his journey, must 
be considered as personal luggage”: and this, it is said, 
would include “‘the gun case or fishing apparatus of the 
- egw ra the easel of the artist on a sketching tour, or 
e books of the student, and other articles of an analogous 
character.”’ These words are wide, and it is possible that 
the bicycle of the cyclist might be considered to be an 
article of an analogous character with those mentioned by the 
Chief Justice. But it is clear from the “‘ spring horse case”’ that 
considerations of the dimensions and weight of the particular 
article are not to be disregarded in deciding whether it is per- 
sonal luggage or not, and there is no doubt that the free carri 
of articles of the shape and size of bicycles would greatly 
increase the difficulties of railway companies in providing accom- 
modation for passengers’ luggage. On the whole, therefore, the 
better view e@ to be {that a charge for their carriagé is 
adialedlble; Gor the question is not free from doubt, and we 
should be glad to see it raised and disposed of. In the case of 
some —— cycles are, we believe, expressly excluded by 
the special Act or regulation from the definition of personal lug- 
gage, in these cases a distinct charge seems to be clearly within 
the rights of the company. 





Whatever may be the law as to the carriage of bicycles on 
railways, it appears to us that a different set of considerations 
apply to the carriage of bicycles upon cabs. A London police 
magistrate held a few days ago that no cabman was bound to 
carry a bicycle; and he added, referring apparently to 
the case of Great Western Railway Co. v. Edwards (noticed 
above), that a decision had been given in a recent railway case 
that a bicycle was not personal luggage. We do not 


the carriage 
bound by section 10 of the London Hackney Carriage Act, 1853, 
to ‘‘carry in or upon such carriage a reasonable quantity of 
luggage for every person hiring such carriage without any 
additional charge, except as 
Act. Schedule A permits o 


carried to “‘ personal ” or “‘ ordinary” luggage: so t 
such luggage are applicable. Moreover, the penal section of the 
refuses to carry “a reasonable quantity of luggage” for any 
person hiring, or intending to hire, the carriage. Here it is 
the quantity only that must be reasonable: the Act is silent as 
te the nature or shape of the luggage. 
in refusing to carry a bicycle. 
this respect : for a bicycle is an awkward article of luggage on 


remureration should be given by the hirer for its carriage. 
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including chattels real—that is, under a devise of all 





Act (section 17) imposes a liability to a fine upon a cabman who © 


at present see the bearing of this decision on the question of © 
of a bicycle upon a cab. A London cabman is © 


rovided by Schedule A” of that | 
iH a charge of twopence for every 
package carried outside the cab, when two or more persops are | 
carried inside with more luggage than can be carried inside—a ~ 
limitation upon the right to charge for outside luggage, which ~ 
is not commonly known or acted upon. Now, there is nothing — 
in the enactments referred to which limits the luggage to he ~ 
t it js” 
difficult to see how any of the railway decisions as to what is” 


x 


Yee ee ee 


It does not therefore © 
appear how cabmen can be said to be within their strict rights © 
We should not, however, like to © 
see the rights of the public strictly enforced against cabmen in™ 


a 


any part of a cab, and it is only reasonable that special / 


Ir is stated in a note in the “ Wills” volume of Davidson's | 
Precedents that there can be. no doubt that leaseholds would © 
pass, having regard to the 26th section of the Wills Act, under — 
the general devise in the text, without the words there expressly | 

the Fé, 


testator’s manors, messuages, lands, tenements, and heredita- ~ 
ments and real estate of every tenure (see 4 Dav. 3rd ed. (dated | 
1880), p. 80) ; but the cases shew that leaseholds not specifically 
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dealt with in a will do not necessarily pass under a general 
devise of the testator’s landed pro since the Wills Act, and 
it is worth considering what the effect of the enactment really is. 

The 26th section enacts that—(1) A devise (a) of the land of 
the testator, or (6) of the land of the testator in any place, or 
(c) in the occupation of any person mentioned in this will, or 
(d) otherwise described in a general manner; and (2) any other 
general devise which would describe a customary, copyhold or 
leasehold estate if the testator had no freehold estate which 
could be described by it, shall be construed to include (1) the 
customary, copyhold and leasehold estates of the testator, or 
(2) his customary, copyhold and leasehold estates, or any of 
them to which such description shall extend, as the case ma: 
be, as well as freehold estates, unless a contrary intention s 
appear by the will. The clauses are not sub-divided in the Act. 
Prior to this enactment the rule, as established by the leadin, 
case of Rose v. Bartlett (Oro. Car. 292), was “ that, if a man hath 
lands in fee and lands for years, and deviseth all his lands and 
tenements, the fee-simple lands oe only, and not the lease for 
years.” But it was further resolved there that “if a man hath 
a lease for years and no fee simple, and deviseth all his lands 
and tenements, the lease for years passeth.” Moreover, many 
cases support the proposition concisely put by Bickrersreru and 
James, counsel for the plaintiffs in Hobson v. Blackburn (1 M. & K. 
571, p. 575), that, where it could be collected from any additional 
words in the devise, in the context of the will, or from the mode 
in which the testator had enjoyed or dealt with the property in 
his lifetime, that he meant to include his leaseholds, the court 
would, under the old law, effectuate that intention. The broad 
view on which the court acted in applying this doctrine is well 
shewn by the case of Goodman v. Edwards (2 M. & K. 759), 
where Sir Jonn Leacu, M.R., decided that the testator’s lease- 
holds, which were held under a renewable lease and had been 
long in his family, and united in occupation with the freehold 
we | passed under the description of real estate, notwithstanding 
Rose v. Bartlett and the legal presumption that technical expres- 
sions used by a testator were understood by the testator in their 
technical sense. 

The first case of importance on the spveetion of the 26th 
section was the much litigated case of Wilson vy. Eden (11 Beav. 
237, 5 Ex. 752, 14 Beav. 317, 18 Q. B. 474, 16 Beav. 153), 
which was considered by Ounirry, J., in Butler v. Butler (33 
W. R. 192, 28 Ch. D. 66). In Wilson v. Eden the testator had 
given his residuary personalty to A. absolutely, and devised his 
manors . messuages, lands, tenements, tithes, and here- 
ditaments at or near W., and all other his real estates in W. 
and elsewhere to trustees for A. for life. The testator died 

ed of considerable leasehold estates, which adjoined his 
eehold estate of W., and were held under capitular leases for 
years that had been renewed during his life at the end of every 
seven years. There was there, as Onrrry, J., pointed out (28 
Ch. D., at p. 73), a gift of land with reference to a yess 
locality, and the Court of Exchequer and the Court of Queen’s 
Bench that the leaseholds passed under that gift : see section 26, 
sub-division marked (1) (4) above; and Romiiy, M.R., decided 
the case accordingly. 

But besides the decision, the case contains observations of 
Lord Lanepacz, whose judgment was ultimately on 
the effect of the words ‘‘real estate” at the end of the devise, 
which have influenced the course of later decisions. ‘‘ i 
to the view which I have taken of the devise,” said his lordship, 
“ it is to be considered as a devise of real estate; it is not simply 
a devise of the testator’s lend, or of his land in a particular place 
or in a icular occupation, or a devise in a ge manner 
applicable to any land, whatever might be its quality, or the 
testator’s estate or interest in it. Neither is it a devise which 
would describe a leasehold estate if the testator had no freehold 
estate which would be described by it” (11 Beav., at p. 252). 
In Butler v. Butler Ontrry, J., referring to Lord Lanepatz’s 
Opinion, said: “It is plain that he considered that if the gift 
had been of real estate, the term for years would not have 
passed; and there is not one word to be found in te [igen 
of the Court of Exchequer or the Court of Queen’s 

issenting from that conclusion” (28 Ch. D., at p..73), and he 
thought that that opinion was right. The language of the 
above passages from LanGpALe’s judgment in Wilson vy. 





Eden, and the judgment of Omrry, J., 

would seem to shew that, according to the view of those learned 
judges, a devise of “real estate,” unlike a devise of land, 
could not describe leaseholds, because such a ion was 
applicable, not to any land whatsoever, but only to land 
in which the testator had a certain interest —viz., an interest 
higher than a term of years—and suggests i 
less technical view might have better carried out the intention of 
the Legislature. 

In Butler v. Butler there were different trusts declared of 
the testator’s ‘‘real estates wheresoever situate” and 
“ personal estate wheresoever si - vely. The 
testator died possessed of a leasehold house in town and a strip 
of leasehold land adjoining his freehold residence at Cla 
but the will contains ‘sithlast to shew under which o 
above descriptions his | were intended to 
Curry, J., held that, according to the true construction of th 
26th section, the leaseholds did not under the gift of his 
real estates. He pointed out that the in i 
the Wills Act (section 1) excluded from the term “ real estate ” 
leaseholds and other chattels real, which were included in the 
definition of personal estate. But the general tion from 
the interpretation clause of cases where the nature of the pro- 
vision or the context of the Act excluded the statutory in 
tation would seem to deprive the definitions of anything like 
imperative character. He also pointed out that “real estate” 
wasa term of art. Then, passing to the 26th section, the learned 
judge said: ‘The 26th section consists of two parts. The first 
part relates to a devise of land, the second part relates to any 
other general devise. . . The first portion . . . laid 
down for the courts a new statutory rule of construction, and it 
was overruling in substance cases of which Rose v. Bartlett is 
the leading example” ; and he then (28 Ch. D., at pp. 71, 72) 
stated the rule under the old law, which, as mentioned above, 
was a primd facie rule only, and applied in the gbseice of 
circumstances from which the court could fairly infer a contrary 
intention. With to the second branch. “This,” he 
continued, “ was intended to cover certain cases that not 
be covered by the first branch, and . . . Imust find in the 
will, though it is a will where this [sic] is a general dovise, 
some description which points sufficiently . . . toa 
ticular estate” (28 Ch. D., at p. 72), but no illustration is given 
of such a case, and the last quoted words might be thought 
(though they can hardly have been intended) to indicate an 
opinion that this part of the enactment only applied to cases 
where there was something of particularity in the description. 
Ourrry, J., was, at any rate, satisfied that the statute did not 
mean to enact that any gift whatever of real estate should 
include a term of years. 

The earlier decision of Bacon, V.C., in Moase vy. White (24 
W. R. 1034, 3 Ch. D. 763) does not appear to be in accord 
the views of Currry, J., and Lord Lanepatz. There A. d 
“ all his real estate situate at” E. and W. upon trusts applicable 
to real estate, and died of freeholds and ogy yu 
held for a long term at E., and of leaseholds only, also for 
a long term, at W., and Bacon, V.O., observing 
of the terms, held that 
without, however, giving his reasons for so holding. 
J., referred at length to Mosse v. White in his judgment in 
Butler v. Butler as falling 
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In Re Davison, Greenwell v. Davison (58 L. T. 
Dig. 228) the testator gave all his real estate in Durham 
Middlesex or elsewhere and his leaseholds for years at 
Durham, and the residue of his trust 
personal estate for his son a 
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had no real estate in Middlesex; so it is clear that the 
leaseholds in that county passed under the devise. . . . In 
Durham the testator had freeholds as well as leaseholds. 
Nevertheless I think that the leaseholds passed by virtue of 
the 26th section of the Wills Act. I do not overlook the 
argument that the section says a devise of land, and that 
this is a devise of real estate; but the section does not 
say the word ‘land’ is to have a technical effect which other 

are not to have. I think, therefore, the effect of the 
section is not confined to cases in which the testator uses the 
word ‘land,’ but that the words ‘ real estate’ will do as well. 
It was so decided in Moase v. White.” His lordship then read 
Onirty, J.’s, observations on Moase v. White in Butler v. Butler, 
which have been already referred to, and said that Curry, J., 
clearly held the view that the words ‘real estate” would do. 
It may be respectfully questioned whether the judgment in 
Butler v. Butler, as a whole, does lead to this conclusion. How- 
ever that may be, Re Davison contains a clear expression of 
Nort, J.’s, opinion, and affirms the principle of Bacon, V.C.’s, 
decision in Moase v. White. 

The last case on the subject is Re Uttermare, Leeson v. Foulis 
(1893, W. N., p. 158), where the gift was of “ all the real estate 
in the county of 8.” to one, and of all other real and personal 
estate to another. The estate in S. was mainly freehold, but as 
to some parts was held for long terms of years. Kexewicn, J., 
held, on the authority of Moase v. White, and notwithstanding 
Butler vy. Butler (s0 the report runs), that the long leaseholds 
passed under the gift of real estate in S. 

It would seem, on the whole, that the current of authority 
now favours a liberal construction of section 26, and that the 
leaning of the court is against technicalities which tend to 
restrict its operation. 





THE CIVIL JUDICIAL STATISTICS FOR 1894. 
I, 


WE gave last week a short summary of the Civil Judicial Statistics 
for 1894, which have just been issued under the editorship of Master 
MacponELL. The bulk of the volume is taken up with statistical 
‘tables, both comparative, ranging over @ series of years, and annual, 
for the year 1894, but the utility of the tables has been greatly in- 
creased by the introduction, in which the editor has summarized their 
results and pointed out their significance. In this introduction he 
discusses first the changes which have been made, or are in contem- 
plation, in the form of the civil judicial statistics; then the com- 
a tables, dealing in succession with the different courts; and 

, the returns for the year 1894. The scale on which the work 
has carried out probably explains to some extent the tardy 
8 of the returns, but it is anticipated that in future there 
wilt be less delay. 

Of the changes, actual or proposed, in the form of the statistics it 
is sufficient to say that they are intended to secure greater uniformity 
in the returns; to make the returns more complete and satisfactory 
by inserting returns from courts hitherto omitted, while at the same 
time omitting matters of small importance; and to make the returns 
approximate to those of other countries. If this scheme is carried 
out, and if we are to have annual introductions such as that prefixed 
to the present volume, it will be possible in the future to follow very 
clearly the course of litigation. 

Turning to the comparative tables, it appears that in the period 
from 1858 to 1894 there has been, according to the test of population, 
a striking decrease in actions brought in the Common Law Courts, 
now the Queen’s Bench Division. In 1858 there was one action for 
every 197 inhabitants, in 1894 only one for every 403. Judged by 
the same test, county court actions are practically stationary, 1 to 25 
inhabitants in 1858, and 1 to 26 in 1894. In the Chancery Division 
there has been a slight increase, and this is still more pronounced in 
the various appellate courts, the figures in the latter case being 
one appeal to every 56,000 inhabitants in 1858, and ia 1894 one to 
28,732. On the whole the drift of business is to the county courts. 
In 1876-80 about 8°43 per cent. of all proceedings originated in the 
High Court; in 1890-94 the percentage had fallen to 6°75. For such 
® comparison to have any value, however, it would be necessary to 
ascertain what proportion of the actions in either case are mere debt- 
collecting actions. These must be eliminated before it can be 
ascertained how the substantial litigation is distributed. It is 
obviously a very speculative matter to determine the amount of 
property which is transferred annually by the aid of the courts. For 
the Chancery Division no data appear to be accessible. For other 
gourts Master MAcDONELL gives the estimate of £4,709,000, ascribing 





£2,400,000 to the Queen’s Bench Division, £400,000 to Admiralty, 
£1,589,000 to the county courts, and £320,000 to other inferior 
courts. 

In considering the comparative tables for the various courts, the 
first place is given to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, 
In this court the business does not shew any marked increase, not- 
withstanding the continual development of the territory from which 
appeals can come. Indeed, there is a great decrease as compared 
with 1869 to 1871. In those years the business was swollen by the 
abnormal number of Indian appeals. India, it appears, always supplies 
the greater part of the business, but it must be remembered that it 
has a population far exceeding that of the other dependencies and the 
colonies. Out of all the actions commenced in the courts of India, © 
about 1 in 55,000 reaches the Privy Council. Of English actions, 
about 1 in 30,000 reaches the House of Lords. Of the colonies, the 
West Indies have lost their former pre-eminence in sending appeals, 
and the bulk of the appeals are now from the Australasian and 
North American colonies—especially from New South Wales, which 
between 1890 and 1894 produced forty-one appeals, or an average 
of eight a year. Master MACDONELL notes that in 1891 the total 
number of appeals to the Cour de Cassation from Algeria and the 
other French colonies and dependencies, with a population of about 
40,000,000, exceeded the appeals in the same year for the whole of 
the British colonies and India, with a population seven or eight 
times larger. With respect to the results of the appeals to the Privy 
Council, it appears that the percentage of affirmations tends to 
increase, thus testifying to the superior efficiency of the courts from 
which the appeals come. The improvement is most marked in Indian 
appeals. In these the percentage of affirmations in 1858-62 was only 
46°15; in 1893-4 it was 61°8, the same practically as the corresponding 
percentage in the case of appeals to the House of Lords. 

As compared with 1858 the business in the House of Lords shews a 
tendency to increase, but since that year it has become possible to 
appeal in common law interlocutory matters. The high-water mark 
was reached between 1883 and 1887, the average annual appeals then 
being seventy-one. The maximum number was eighty-six in 1885, — 
Latterly the number has diminished, and for 1894 it was sixty-six. 
We imagine that this decrease has continued. The most noticeable 
feature in the recent procedure of the House of Lords is the dis- 
continuance of the practice of summoning the judges to give their 
advice. The last instance of this being done was in Dalton v. Angus 
in 1881. From 1851 to 1856 there were forty-three occasions on which 
the judges attended; from 1858 to 1876 the number was fifty-eight. 
The custom has been very properly aliowed to fallinto abeyance. As 
a final court of appeal it is for the House of Lords to give its own 
decisions, unassisted by the judges of the inferior courts. 

In the Court of Appeal the business is diminishing, notwithstanding 
that motions for new trials are now made to that court. On the 
other hand the percentage of appeals heard to appeals set down is 
increasing. In 1876-80 the average annual number of appeals 
set down was 641; in 1881-85 it rose to 814; in 1891-94 
it fell to 574. The corresponding percentages of appeals heard 
were 81, 83, and 88. ter MACDONELL takes this increase 
in the percentage as indicating that appeals are now more frequently 
brought to determine real questions. Contrasting the appeals from 
the Chancery and from the Queen’s Bench Division, it appears that 
the total diminution in business is due to the Chancery Division. In 
this there has been a decided drop in the number of appeals. In the © 
Queen’s Bench Division there has been an increase on 1876-80, © 
though the number from 1891-94 was less than in 1881-85 and © 
1886-90. The average annual number for each of these periods, — 
beginning with 1876-80, was 233, 314, 293, and 279. The corres- 
ponding numbers for the Chancery Division were 255, 347, 266, and — 
214. bate and Divorce appeals have increased, but Admiralty — 
appeals have diminished, and so, in a still greater degree, have 
Bankruptcy appeals. For the four periods, from 1876 to 1894, just — 
referred to, the average annual number of Bankruptcy appeals was — 
112, 90, 50, and 37. Master MacponeELu notes that this change has — 
followed on the substitution of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, for that — 
of 1869. No returns exist of the results of appeals from the © 
Chancery and Queen’s Bench Divisions since 1876. From the record — 
in the Weekly Notes for 1894 it appears that the affirmations were 61 — 
per cent, nn | the reversals about 30, the residue being variations. In — 
the case of applications for new trials, about 71 per cent. were 
dismissed, as against 29 per cent. allowed. 

In the Chancery Division the chief feature is the rapid increase in 
the number of originating summonses. The tables shew that this 
convenient mode o' sielabias has speedily come into favour. In the ~ 
period from 1891-94 the average annual number of summonses taken 
out was 3,767, between 1881 and 1885 it was 1,773, and between 1871 ~ 
and 1875 it was 942. As compared with this last period also there © 
has been a rise in the number of writs, 3,104 being the annual average i 
from 1891-94 against 2,542 from 1871-75. But in the intermediate | 

iods the rise was higher still. The average between 1881 and 1885 | 
being 4,935. ‘The increase in originating summonses is of course due 
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to the Rules of 1883, and the recent decrease in actions can ap’ tly 
be explained in the same way. The chamber work of the Chaney 
Division is, as is well known, encroaching on the court work. On 
the whole the tendency of the total business of the Chancery 
Division was, in the years immediately preceding 1894, towards 
diminution, and this is reflected in the statistics of costs. For 
1886-90 the average annual number of bills taxed was 10,007; 
the average amount of costs allowed was £1,072,093 ; and the average 
amount of each bill was £107. The corresponding figures for 1891-94 
were 9,021, £874,071, and £97. In this state of the business it is 
interesting to note that the number of days on which the judges sat 
has increased from an annual average of 659 from 1871-75 to an 
average of 1,166 from 1891-94. The highest number of days was 
1,276 in 1887. In the interval an additional judge had been 
appointed, but this does not sufficiently account for the change. In 

e Lancaster Chancery Court there has been a remarkable increase 
of business since the early sixties. The annual average in 1888-92 
was nearly five times that in 1858-62. The payments into and out 
of court rose from £97,159 and £67,772 respectively in the latter 
period to £333,639 and £343,771 in the former. 

In the Queen’s Bench Division the comparative tables shew an 
increase of business as compared with 1871-75, but a considerable 
decrease on 1876-80. For the earlier period the average annual 
number of writs issued was 65,053; for 1876-80 it was 91,804; for 
1891-94 it fell to 73,341. The figure was highest in 1879 when it 
stood at 99,494, but this is small compared with the 133,160 writs 
issued in 1866. On the other hand, while the amount of business as 
shewn by the number of writs issued has declined, there are signs that 
the existing business is of a more substantial character. The figures 
for 1891-94 shew a considerable rise in the proportion of appearances 
to writs as compared with 1871-75, the percentages being respectively 
48°35 and 33°75, and a similar change marks the proportion of judg- 
ments to writs. Asa corollary there is a decrease in the percentage 
of judgments in default of ap ce. There has been a marked 
increase in jadgments under Ord. 14, and these far exceed the judg- 
ments obtained after trial. The proportion of actions tried to writs 
issued is very small—only 3°95 per cent. in 1871-75, and 3°62 per 
cent. in 1891-94. And even when the defendant does carry the matter 
to trial, the chances are greatly against him. In 1891-94 the 

mtage of verdicts in his favour was no more than 24°8; in 
1871-75 it was only 19°7, The comparative tables also contain 
interesting details as to the amount of sums recovered, but these, as 
well as the information relating to the remaining business in the High 
Court, and to the business in the inferior courts, we must leave for 
another article. 


REVIEWS. 
EQUITY. 

LEADING CasEs IN MoDERN Equity. By (the late) THomas Brett, 
Barrister-at-Law. THIRD Eprrion, by Joun DAVENPORT ROGERS 
and JonHN Marsu Drxon, Barristers-at-Law. William Clowes & 
Sons (Limited). 

The chief feature in this edition of the late Mr. Brett’s useful 
Leading Cases is the careful manner in which the editors have in- 
corporated all the recent decisions. The changes in the leading cases 
themselves have naturally been few. The most noteworthy is that 
Pearson v. Pearson (27 Ch. D. 145) has been replaced by the decision 
of the House of Lords in T'rego v. Hunt (44 W. R, 225; 1896, A, C. 
7) overruling it and declaring that a trader may not sell the good- 
will of his business and then solicit his former customers. But it is 
to be noticed that the work differs from other collections of leadi 
cases is that the leading case itself is very briefly summarized, and, 
in fact, it serves as little more than a headnote for a short disquisition 
on the subject with which it is concerned. It is these disquisitions 
which form the substance of the book, and the reader is presented 
with a series of clearly-written essays on the more usual topics arisin 
in the course of business in the Chancery Division. Since the secon 
edition was published in 1891 there has been a large accumulation of 
new material, and, as-we have already intimated, this has been faith- 
fully worked into this edition. There have been, for instance, a 
series of important cases on the custody and education of children, 
and all these, we believe, will be found very neatly introduced into 
the note to Re Agar-Eilis (10 Ch. D, 49). Other instances in which 
recent decisions have given special occasion for care in revising the 
book occur in the notes to Jennings v. Jordan (6 App. Cas. 698), on 
the consolidation of mortgages; to Ex parte Odell (10 Ch. D. 76), on 
bills of sale; and to Austerberry v. Corporation of Oldham (29 Ch. D. 
750), on restrictive covenants. The book is a useful one to consult, 
and it has fared well at the hands of the present editors. 





DEATH DUTIES. 


Deatu Duty TapLes. COMPRISING IN AN EXPANDED FoRM TABLES 


I., Il., anp ITI. APPENDED TO THE Succession Duty Act, 1853 
(16 & 17 Vicr. c. 51), FoR VALUING SuccEssION AND ANNUITIES; 
ALSO Discount, INTEREST, RATE PER CENT., AND OTHER TABLES. 
With Numerous EXaAMPLRs TO ILLUSTRATE THEIR Usk AND 
APPLICATION. By A. W. Norman, B.A., B.Sc., of the Legacy and 
Succession Duty Office. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

This work contains full tables for ing the calculations of duty 
ayable under the Legacy and Succession Duty Acts and under the 
inance Act, 1894. The outer margins have been cut so as to shew 

at a glance at what of the book the desired information is to be 
found. For those who have i, to deal with death duties its 
use will save a great deal of trouble. The numerous examples which 
are given for the calculation of estate ro proceed on the principle 
of section 17 of the Finance Act, 1894, reckon fractional parts of 
£10 as £10. It must be noticed in using the book that this is altered 
by section 17 of the Finance Act of this year, and now fractions of 
£100 are excluded. The alteration very much simplifies the calcula- 
tion of estate duty. No trouble appears to have been spared to make 
the tables complete, and the book is got up in a very convenient form, 


i 





THE SALE OF GOODS, 


Tue Sate or Goons Act, 1893, INCLUDING THE Factors Acts, 1889 
AND 1890. By His Honour Judge Cuatmers (Draftsman of the 
Act). Tutrp Eprrion. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


So far the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, has not been the subject of 
very much judicial interpretation. A few decisions have been given, 
such as Abbott v. Wolsey Oe W. R. 513; 1895, 2 Q. B. 97) on the 
effect of an acceptance of goods under section 4 in avoiding the 
necessity for a written contract, and these have been referred to in 
the notes to this edition of the Act by the draftsman. Recently also 
there has been an interesting decision on the admissibility of parol 
evidence to shew that a seller has been informed of the purpose for 
which goods have been bought under a written contract so as to 
introduce the statutory condition of section 14 that the goods are 
reasonably fit for such purpose: Gillespie & Co. v. Cheney & Co. (1896, 
2 Q. B. 59). This will doubtless ap in the next edition. But 
with the exception of the inclusion of the new cases and the revision 
of the notes, the book is unchanged, The relation of the author to 
the Sale of Goods Act entitles him to s with special authority as 
to its meaning, while at the same time he has wisely forborne to over- 
load the text with notes. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

Sweet & Maxwell’s Di for Lawyers for 1897. Edited by 
Francois A. STRINGER, of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice, 
one of the Editors of The Annual Practice ; and J. JonnsTon, of the 
Central Office. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Statutes of Practical Ler 4 _ in 1896 (59 & 60 Vict.). 
Arranged in Alphabetical logical . In further 
Continuation of the Fifth Edition of Chitty’s Statutes. With Notes. 
By J. M. Lzty, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Law Magazine and Review. A Quarterly Review of Juris- 
prudence and Quarterly Digest of all Reported Cases. Edited by 
Sir G. SuersTon BAKER, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. November, 1896, 
Stevens & Haynes. 

The Lawyer’s Companion and Diary and London and Provincial 
Law Directory for 1897 (60 & 61 Vict.). With Tables of Costs; 
New Stamp Duties; Time Tables of the Courts; Index to Practical 
Statutes; Public Statutes of 1896; Legal Business of the Months ; 
Oaths in the Supreme Court; Probate, Legacy, and Succession 
Duties ; Legal, Time, Interest, Discount, and other Tables, &e., &e, 
Edited by E. Layman, B.A., of the Middle Temple, Esgq., Barrister- 
at-Law. (Fifty-first Annual Issue). Stevens & Sons (Limited); 
Shaw & Sons. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE OLDEST SOLICITOR. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Srm,—Under the heading ‘‘ Current Topics,” in the Soxicrrors’ 
JourRNAL of to-day, you notice the death of Mr. Bischoff, at the age 
of ninety-four years, having been admitted in 1824, and you ask if 
his tice of seventy-two has ever been > 

e late John Clayton, Newcastle-on- who died in July, 
1890, in his ninety-eighth year, was in 1815, and took out 
his certificate for the last year of his life, a period of at least two 





ears longer than Mr, Bischoff 
, October 31, 1896. RICHARD H. GREENBANK. 
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[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Str,—Referring to your inquiry whether the period during which 
the late Mr. Charles Bischoff took out a practising certificate—viz., 
seventy-two years, has ever been exceeded, I beg to cite the case of 
the late Mr. Thomas Dawes, who was admitted Easter, 1795, and 
took out his certificate in 1870, and I believe for a year or two longer. 

therefore took out a certificate for at least seventy-five years. 
November 2, 1896. FREDERICK GEORGE FITCH. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE COLONIAL PROBATES ACT, 1892. 
ORDERS IN COUNCIL. 
26th October, 1896. 


Whereas by the first section of ‘‘The Colonial Probates Act, 
1892,” it is enacted as follows:—Her Majesty the Queen may, 
on being satisfied that the Legislature of any British Possession 
has made adequate provision for the recognition in that posses- 
sion of probates and letters of administration granted by the Courts 
of the United Kingdom, direct by order in Council that this 
Act shall, subject to any exceptions and modifications specified in 
the Order, apply to that possession, and thereupon, while the Order 
is in force, this Act shall apply rerio And whereas Her 
Majesty is satisfied that the Legislature of the British Possession 
hereinafter mentioned has made adequate provision for the recog- 
nition in that possession of probates and letters of administration 

ted by the Courts of the United Kingdom. Now, therefore, Her 
Hajesty. by virtue and in exercise of the powers by the above-recited 
Act in Her Majesty vested, is pleased by and with the advice of Her 
Most Honourable Privy Council to order, and it is hereby ordered, as 
follows: ‘‘The Colonial Probates Act, 1892,” shall apply to the 
British Possession hereunder mentioned:—The Province of Nova 
Scotia in the Dominion of Canada, And the Right Honourable 
Joseph Chamberlain, one of Her Majesty’s Principal Secretaries of 
State, is to give the necessary directions herein accordingly. 

J. H. Harrison. 


26th October, 1896. 
‘Whereas by the first section of ‘‘ The Colonial Probates Act, 1892,” 
it is enacted as follows :—‘‘ Her Majesty the Queen may, on being 
satisfied that the Legislature of any British Possession has made ade- 
quate provision for the recognition in that possession of probates and 
letters of administration granted by the Courts of the United King- 
dom, direct by Order in Council that this Act shall, subject to any 
exceptions and modifications specified in the Order, apply to that 
, and thereupon, while the Order is in force, this Act shall 
apply accordingly.” And whereas her Majesty is satisfied that the 
i of the British Possession hereinafter mentioned has made 
adequate provision for the recognition in that possession of probates 
and letters of administration granted by the Courts of the United 
Now, therefore, Her Majesty, by virtue and in exercise of 
the powers by the above-recited Act in Her Majesty vested, is pleased 
by and with the advice of Her Most Honourable Privy Council to 
order, and it is hereby ordered, as follows: ‘‘ The Colonial Probates 
Act, 1892,” shall apply to the British Possession hereunder men- 
tioned :—The Province of British Columbia in the Dominion of 
be And — ro 7 newer a — Chamberlain, one of 
ajesty’s Princi taries of State, is to give the necessary 

directions herein accordingly. J. H. Harrison. 





THE FINANCE ACT, 1894, s. 20. 
ORDERS IN COUNCIL. 


26th October, 1896. 
Whereas by the twenticth section of. ‘‘The Finance Act, 1894,” it 
is enacted that Her Majesty the Queen may, by Order in Council, 
apply that section to any British Possession, where Her Majesty is 
satisfied that, by the law of such possession, no duty is leviable in 
respect of property situate in the United Kingdom when ing on 
death. And whereas Her Majesty is satisfied that by the law of the 
tive Provinces of Manitoba and British Columbia in the 
Dominion of Canada no duty is leviable in respect of property situate 
in the United Kingdom when passing on death. Now, therefore, Her 
et, by virtue and in exercise of the power by the aforesaid Act 
in Majesty vested, is P weeyrg by and with the advice of Her 
Privy Council, to order, and it is hereby ordered, that the twentieth 
section of ‘‘The Finance Act, 1894,” shall apply to the aforesaid 
Provinces of Manitoba and British Columbia in the Dominion of 

Canada. J. H. Harrison. 

26th October, 1896. 
Whereas by section twenty (three) of ‘‘ The Finance Act, 1894,” it 





is enacted that Her Maj 
apply that section to any British Possession where Her ym a is 
satisfied that, by the law of such possession, either no duty is leviable 
in respect of property situate in the United Kingdom when ing 
on death, or that the law of such ion as respects any duty so 
leviable is to the like effect as the foregoing provisions of that section, 
And whereas Her Majesty is satisfied that the law of the Province of 
Ontario ri the Dominion of oe ~ as + = the os leviable in 
respect of pro situate in the Uni ingdom when passing on 
death is to the like effect as the provisions of sub-section (one) of the 
aforesaid section. Now, therefore, Her Majesty, by virtue and in 
exercise of the power by the aforesaid Act in Her Majesty vested, is 
leased, by and with the advice of Her Privy Council, to order, and 
it is hereby ordered, that the twentieth section of ‘‘ The Finance Act, 
1894,” shall apply to the Province of Ontario in the Dominion of 
Canada. J. H. Harrison, 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 377. 
HOLOPHANE (LIM.) v. HESSELTINE. No.1. 29th Oct. 


Company—UNDERWRITING oF SHargs—Form or UNpErwaritmne Conrracr 
—AvTHORITY TO APPLY FoR SHARES. 


This was an application for a new trial or for judgment. The action 
was brought on a contract for the underwriting of shares in the plaintiff 
company. The document in question was in the form of a letter addressed 
to the promoter of the company, and was signed by the defendant. By 
it the defendant undertook in consideration of a certain commission to 
subscribe or find responsible subscribers for 500 shares, and the document 
continued as follows: ‘‘ And I herewith hand you an application for the 
said shares on the company’s form. . . . In the event of my failing 
to comply with the terms herein stated, I authorize you to hand my 
application form to the company as my agent, which I hereby undertake 
not to withdraw.” Asa matter of fact the defendant never handed any 
application for shares to the promoter of the company, neither did he ever 
pa any such application for shares. The promoter signed an application 
on the defendant’s behalf for 320 shares, and that number of shares were 
allotted to the defendant. This action was brought to recover calls in 

t of such shares. At the trial before Lawrance, J., and a jury, the 
learned judge directed the jury to find a verdict for the plaintiff for the 
amount claimed, and ente judgment accordingly. The defendant 
moved = judgment might be entered for him, or, in the alternative, for 
a new A 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Riexy, L.J., Lopzs, L.J., dissenting) 
allowed the application, and directed that judgment should be entered for 
the defendant. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that in his opinion this document ought to 
receive a strict interpretation. In the first place, it did not confer any 
authority on the promoter to sign any application for shares on the 
defendant’s behalf. The document clearly fell short of that. In the 
second place, if any such authority was conferred on the promoter, it was 
an authority to apply for 500 sharcs, and he could not be said to have 
properly exercised that authority when he applied for 320 shares. He 
therefore thought the defendant was entitled to judgment. 

Lorzs, L.J., thought the learned judge at the trial had rightly construed 
the document as authorizing the promoter to sign and send in an applica- 
tion for shares as agent for the defendant. 

Riesy, L.J., 
and Ernest de Witt; McCall,Q.C., Foa, and Cleave. Soxicrrons, Lumley § 
Lumley ; Dizon, Watts, § Eikin. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


GUARDIANS OF WEST DERBY UNION ‘v. METROPOLITAN LIFE 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY; GUARDIANS OF WEST DERBY UNION v. 
PRIESTMAN. North, J. 4th Nov. 

Poor Law Unron—Loan—Rerayment—32 & 33 Vicr. c. 45—34 Vier. 

@ Ti, & 2 
The same point was raised in both these special cases, which were 

argued together. The Guardians of the West Derby Union since 1871 

raised money repayable by instalments extending over thirty years. 


Being able to borrow money at a lower rate of interest, they gave the © 
defendants notice of their intention to pay them off. The defendants ~ 


argued that they could not be off without their own consent, and 


that it would be unjust to allow the guardians to pay them off against _ 


their will. 


Norrn, J.—In my opinion the guardians are right. In 1869 an Act 


was passed, by by tht 5 of which any sum borrowed by the 
might be thirty equal 
in the schedule is authorized by section 6. 
nothing herein contained shall prevent the said 


the day of payment of the last instalment, if willing to do so.’’ 


Nov. 7, 1896. | 


the Queen may, by Order in Counell.: ; 


with the Master of the Rolls.—Counsgt, Witt,Q C., — 


annual payments, and the form of security | 
It contains a proviso ‘‘ thati* 
the repayment of the whole or part of the aforesaid sum at any ~~ ——- iz 
A 2 ig 
new powers were gy . Section 1 deals with persons who borrowed: 
before the Act of 1869, section 2 deals with money borrowed or to be — 
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_ Nov. 7, 1896. 





borrowed. Money is only to be borrowed forthe purpose of redeeming a 
loan. Then there is a proviso that in the event of any loan outstanding 
at the passing of the Act, redemption can only take place with the con- 
sent of the lenders. It is eaid this was inserted ex abundanti cantela. I do 
persons whose money was borrowed before the Act 


are in the privileged position of not being compelled to take their 
money unless they are willing todo so. I must that the plain- 
tiffs are entitled to pay off the loans.—CovunssL, Cozens Hardy, Q.0., Swin- 


fon Eady, Q.C,, RB. J. Parker, and Cleaver; Sir R. Reid, Danckwerte, 
Crawley. So.siwrrors, Sharpe, Parker, Pritchard, § Barham, for Cleaver, 
Holden, § Co., Liverpool ; Travers, Smith, Braithwaite, § Robinson ; Evans, 
Foster, § Wadham, for J. ¢ J. R. Thompson, Bradford. 

| Reported by G. B. Hamutow, Barrister-at-Law. } 


GRIFFITHS v. TOWER PUBLISHING CO. 


LIM.) AND MONCRIEFF. 
Stirling, J. 30th Oct. 


é 
"] OConTRACT—AUTHOR AND PvuRglisHER—AGREEMENT wiTH A LiutTzp Com- 


PANY—ASSIGNABILITY OF CONTRACT. 


Motion. The question in this case was as to the assignability of —_ 
under a publishing agreement. The plaintiff was the author of three 
novels, in respect of each of which he had entered into an agreement with 
the Tower Publishing Co. for their publication in volumes, the novels 
having. been previously published in serial parts in Pearson’s Weekly. The 
agreements in question were made by letters passing between the mana- 
ger of the company and the plaintiff. e company undertook the 
publication of the books upon the terms that they took all risks, and were 
only to charge the plaintiff with actual out-of-pocket costs of printing 
and advertising, and were to hand over to him half of the ascertained 

te. The copyright of the works was to remain with the plaintiff and 

. Pearson, with the proviso that the defendant company was to have 
the sole right of producing the works in volumes, subject to the agree- 
ments. A debenture-holder having brought an action against the com- 

y, the defendant Moncrieff was appointed receiver, and he had 

ormed the plaintiff that it was his intention to sell the whole of the 
assets of the company, including the benefit of the agreements 
the company and the plaintiff, without consulting him. The plaintiff 
now moved for an injunction to restrain the defendants from selling, 
without his consent, any of the property or assets in their possession 
under or by virtue of the agreements, and also from selling and assigning 
without the like consent the benefits, rights, or interest alleged by the 
defendants to be vested in them under the agreements. The company did 
not appear, and an undertaking was offered on behaif of the receiver not 
oiiegere of the property or assets, except under the direction of the 
court in the action. 

Srietine, J., said that if the agreements had been entered into between 
the plaintiff and an individual or a mal firm, the authorities were 
clear that the contract was of a personal nature, and the benefit of it was 
not ble. It was said that though a contract between an author and 
an individual publisher was not le, a contract with a limited com- 
pany was assignable. He would hesitate before laying down such a ~ 
position of law as that. If the contract were assignable it would be 
assignable at any moment, and not merely in cases of liquidation or 
bankruptcy. He thought that such a result would startle authors who 
had entered into agreements with personal firms which had recently been 
converted into companies. It seemed to him that it would be pushing too 
far the dovtrine that the non-assignability of such contracts rested on the 
ground that it was the individual publisher in whom the author had con- 
fidence. An author might have confidence in a limited company as well as 
in an individual. He thought he would be doing wrong if he drew any 
distinction at law between agreements made by an author with an 
individual publisher or partnership firm on thé one hand, and contracts 
between an author and a limited company on the other. As regarded 
that part of the motion, he thought an injunction ought to go; the other 
part of the case had been very fairly met by the defendant, and he would 
accept the undertaking.—CounsgL, Millar, Q.C., and T. B. Napier ; 
Graham Hastings, Q.C., and E. Ford. Soxscrrons, Harrison § Davies ; 
McKenna § Co. 

[Reported by J. I, Srretis0, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
TRAVERS AND ANOTHER ». MASON. Div. Court. 29th Oct. 


LANDLORD AND Tanant—YxrARLy Tawancy—Norice To Qurr Srx CaLenpan 
Montrus—Norice Given on Ovstomary Hatr-vrar—Norres Insvrrt- 
CIENT. 

This was an appeal, by way of special case, from the decision of certain 
justices sitting at petty sessions for the county of Durham. The facts set 
out in the case were shortly these: The a) ts desired to terminate 
the lease of a cottage on the estate of the 
served the tenant with notice to quit. The lease under which 
held contained the following clause: ‘‘ Provided also, and it is hereby 
agreed, that either party shall be at liberty to put an end to the tenancy 
hereby created on giving to the other of them six calendar months’ notice 
of their intention to do so, such notice to expire on the 13th day of 
May.’’ In that district it was customary to a half-yearly on the 
13th day of May and on the 22nd day of Novem in every year. po 


and deliver up 
in the county 


notice to quit was served on the tenant on the 21st of November last, 
was in these terms: ‘‘ We hereby give you notice to quit 
possession of the dwelling-house and 


premises, 8, 


of Durham, which now hoid, on the 13th of 
the 13th of pete ae the tenant declined roan lag 


896, was not six calendar months as « Anthony 

The justices decided that the eae cates 

refused to grant the order usked for, 

one of considerable importance to 

putal Gor qeedecemal ahabemman 
o a a from the judgment of Ellen- 

ming » given in the case of Howard v ; : 


tion, from the 29th of & cough cornapenting 
ion, e of September, not exact] in 
duration of time ; the word calendar was surplumge, for ithe had omitted 
the word calendar or said half-year it would 
Your difficulty is that in the lease it is 
months’ notice to quit must be given. 
although he might Feeney Aten have done so, 
Woodfall on Landlord and Tenant, 15th ed., p. 372, on customary 
ear’s notice, and cited Morgan v. Davies (22 Sottorrons’ Jovnwat 864, 
R.3C. P. D. 260). Noone appeared on behalf of the respondent. 
Tue Court (Granrnam and Kennepy, JJ.) dismissed the a 1, hold- 
ing that they had no power to alter or set aside the words of a written 
contract on the mere shewing that there was a custom in the district 
which, but for the terms of the contract itself, would justify the 


: 
| 
| 


appellant’s contention that the given was sufficient.—Covnss., 
Manisty. Soutcrrons, Field, Rosooe, ¢ Co., for Maw, Teald, § Thomlinson, 
Bishop Auckland. 


(Reported by Erxsxxg Rew, Barrister-at-Law. ) r,- 
/ Jj 
BRIDGE ». HOWARD, Div. Court. 28th Oot. ‘*~ 


ADULTERATION—F oop AnD Drvues—Crrtiricats or ANALYsts, Fors or— 
Sas or Foop anv Drugs Acr, 1875 (38 & 39 Vier. c. 63), s. 18. 


This was a case stated by magistrates. An information was laid by 
the appellant under section 6 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, 
prespen Ayebem. peewee phy oy Kae cmgery hye The certificate of 
pa Be he i ge mpd he raped ang ge oaperten tier 
ollowing terms: “TI, undersigned, pu analyst for the county 
Middlesex, do hereby certify that I received on the 26th day of 
1896, from Mr. we gee sample of new milk, EB. M. 159, for 
(which then weighed about six ounces), and have analysed the same 
declare the 't of my analysis to beas follows: I am of opinion 
it contains the as under—milk, 94 per cent.; added water 
cent. This o is based on the fact that the sample con 
per cent. solids, not fat, whereas genuine milk contains not 
per cent. sclids, not fat. The sample had a. 
would interfere with the analysis. As witness my 
April, 1896.” It was objected on behalf the 
cate was inadmissible, inasmuch as it did 
result of the analysis the 
tes allowed the o! pols. Aas Seeenes the information. 
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[Reported by C. G. Wuznanam, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


SHIELDS ». HOWARD. Div. Court. 29th Oct. 


Merropouitan Acts—Po.tce Macisrrats—Srreet Musician—Rervsar To 
Go Away rrom Netcnnovrnoop—27 & 28 Vicr. c. 55, s. 1. 


Special case, This was an Seams, ho homie of Ms, Twie 
metropolitan police at lebone, who had 
a charge preferred by Mr. ete pid nage ee. y 
der named Howard. The on was laid under section , 
28 Vict. c. 55 (an Act for the al of street music 
metropolitan police district), and the charge was ‘‘ that Howard, a 


street musician, did on the 11th of sTeap edtcetstiy enead-y sould 
instrument in a 
near the house of the appellant, after having 
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lant’s servant to depart from the neighbourhood.’’ Counsel on behalf of 
the a t stated that on the day in question, which was a Saturday, 
Mr Rf elds was worried by the defendant playing an organ outside his 
residence. He sent a servant out to turn the man away, but the latter 
refused to go. Mr. Shields then went out, and, as the defendant insisted 
on playing, he gave him into custody. When the case came before the 
megistrate on the following Monday, he asked Mr. Shields if he gave the 
defendant a reason for ordering him to go away, and on receiving a reply 
in the negative, he there and then dismissed the case. The short point 
raised for the decision of the court was whether, when a householder 
ordered an organ-grinder to cease playing outside his residence, he must 
not only have a good reason for doing so, but was bound by the Act to 
state his reason to the organ-grinder. Section 1 of the Act of 27 & 28 
Vict. c. 55 is as follows: ‘‘ Any householder within the metropolitan 
police district personally, or by his servant, or by any police constable, 
may uire any street musician or street singer to depart from the 
neighbourhood of the house of such householder on account of illness, or 
on account of the interruption of the ordinary occupations or ‘pursuits of 
any inmate of such house, or for other reasonable or sufficient cause; and 
every person who shall sound or play upon any instrument or shall sing 
- «-. mear any such house after being so required to depart shall be 
liable to. a penalty of. not more than 40s., or, in the discretion of the 
te, may be imprisoned for any time not exceeding three days.” 

The Act no doubt required that the person who desired the organ-grinder 
to move on must have a substantial ground of annoyance, but the Act did 
not say in terms that he must communicate what that was to the organ- 
grinder. In a considered judgment in the case of The Northcote v. The 
Owners of the Henrich Bjirn (11 App. Cas. 281), Bramwell, L.J., said: ‘‘I 
think that were the Legislature in its laws or parties in their agreements 
might have expressly stated a particular intention and have not, that 
intention — not to be implied, and the law or agreement dealt with as 
if the intention were expressed.’’ On that authority counsel contended 
that the learned magistrate was wrong in holding that the Act required 
by implication that the reason for ordering the man away must be stated 
to the man. [Grantuam, J.—But organ-grinding isa lawful calling unless 
it is pursued to the annoyance of an individual. Until the man is given a 
reason why he ought to move away how is he to know whether he may 
legally go on playing or not? It is contrary to English law for a man to 
be ed for the committal of an offence which he has had no means 
wing he was committing? ] Out of twenty-seven metropolitan 
magistrates, twenty-five have held on different occasions that it was 
sufficient to tell the man to go away. The very fact that he was told to 
go away showed that the person telling him to move on had a reason for 
uiring him to do so. [The respondent did not appear either by counsel 


a 


or in person. | 
Grantuam, J.—We think the learned magistrate was right, and there- 
fore the appeal must be dismissed. 


Kennepy, J.—I concur.—Counssi, Sceales. Souiciror, J. Swinford 


[Reported by Exsxine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


VESTRY OF 8ST. JOHN AT HACKNEY v. HUTTON, Div. Court. 
3rd Nov. 


Pustic Heattu—Warer-croset AccommopaTIon~Norice sy SANITARY 
AvTHoritty—Non-CcOMPLIANCE BY OWNER—JURISDICTION OF MAGISTRATE 
—Pvuriic Heattu (Lonvon) Act, 1891, s. 37, sun-szctions 3, 5. 


This was a special case stated by a metropolitan magistrate. On the 
2nd of August, 1895, the respondent, who was the owner of a house, 109, 
Southgate-road, Hackney, was summoned at the North London Police 
Court under the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, by the vestry of the 
parish of St. John at Hackney, for having at the said premises insufficient 
and improper water-closet accommodation, notwithstanding a notice 
served on him by the sanitary authority to rectify the same. The magis- 
trate thought that the matter was not a question of public health, but that 
it really arose out of a dispute between the respondent and his tenant, the 
occupier of the premises, the latter alleging that the landlord had agreed 
to erect another water-closet on the premises, while the respondent alleged 
that there was only a conditional promise to do so, if the tenant was a 
satisfactory tenant to him, which the respondent alleged was not the case. It 
appeared tkut the tenant had set the sanitary authority in motion. The 
magistrate adjourned the summons for six months, to give the tenant an 
opportunity of bringing an action in the county court if he desired to do 
so. The tenant not having done this, the magistrate dismissed the sum- 
mons. The question for the opinion of the court was whether under the 
circumstances the magistrate was bound by the decision of the sanitary 
authority, that the house in question was not furnished with proper and 
sufficient water-closet accommodation. Section 37 of the Public Health 
(London) Act, 1891, provides that if it appears to the sanitary authority 
that any house is not provided with proper and sufficient water-closets, 
the sanitary authority shall cause notice to be served on the owner or 
occu! requiring him to provide the same in accordance with the direc- 
tions in the notice, and if the notice is not complied with, the owner or 
occupier shall be liable to a fine not exceeding £5, and a further fine not 
exceeding 40s. for cach day during which the offence continues; or the 
sanitary authority may execute the works and recover the expenses from 
the owner. Any person who thinks himself aggrieved by any notice or 
act of a sanitary authority under this section may appeal to the county 
council, whose decision shall be final. 

Tue Court (Granrnam and Wricut, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 


Grantuam, J., said that the magistrate was bound to act on the decision 
of the sanitary authority and to convict the dent, but whether the 
magistrate was bound to inflict q fine was another question. The section 





merely said that the owner “‘ shall be liable” to a fine. In the present 
case, however, it was not necessary to decide that point. 

Waricnr, J., said that he agreed entirely, with one slight modification. 
He did not think the magistrate was bound to proceed at once to convict 
in all cases, for he might adjourn the summons to permit of an appeal to 
the county council. The magistrate had all the ordinary discretionary 
powers of a judge as to the degree of punishment. The only questions 
for the magistrate on the hearing of the summons were whether the notice 
had been served, whether the person on whom the notice was served was 
the owner, whether the time allowed was reasonable, and whether the 
notice had been complied with. Appeal allowed.—CovunsgL, Bevan; 
Carrington. Soxscrrors, Tiddeman ; Stones, Morris, § Stone. 

[Reported by F. O. Rostysoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. v. BASINGSTOKE BURIAL BOARD. Q. B. Div. 2nd Nov. 


Burrat Boarp—Apprrion To Otp Buria, Grounp — Consecration — 
Buriat Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 134), s. 7—Amenpine Act or 1857 (20 
& 21 Vicr. c. 81), s. 12. 


In this case a rule nisi had been obtained, at the instance of the 


Secretary of State for the Home Department, calling upon the-Burial 
Board of Basingstoke, 1 theeounty of SOWtaiNpeON, 0 Hrew-caneo why 
a OL mandamus sho no je, directed to them, commanding them 
y the Bishop Of~¥¥incheste to BCTAaLe & portion of the 
additional burial-pground at Basingstoke pursuant to section 12 of 20 & 21 
Vict-c. SI. The question raiséd was whether the burial board were bound 
in compliance with the provisions of 16 & 17 Vict. c. 134, s. 7, and 20 & 21 
Vict. c. 81, s. 12, to take steps to obtain the consecration of an addition to 
an old cemetery. In 1891 the Burial Board of Basingstoke, having provided 
an addition to the Basingstoke cemetery, divided the same into consecrated 
and unconsecrated parts in certain proportions, which, on the application 
of the said board, were duly sanctioned by the Home Secretary in accord- 
ance with section 7 of 16 & 17 Vict. c. 134. The said additional or new 
burial-ground was then ina fit aud proper condition for the purpose of 
interment according to the rites of the Church of England. The said 
burial board in August, 1894, passed a resolution not to take steps to 
have any part of the said new burial-ground legally consecrated, and did 
not take any such steps as are required by section 12 of 20 & 21 Vict. c. 
81. A rule nisi for a mandamus was thereupon obtained at the instance of 
the Home Secretary. In shewing cause against the rule, it was contended 
that this addition to the existing ground was not a new burial-ground, 
and that there was a distinction between an old burial-ground and a new 
one, and that section 12 of 20 & 21 Vict. c. 81 did not apply to an addi- 
tion to an old burial-ground. 
Tue Court (Granruam and Waicut, JJ.), without calling upon counsel 














for the Crown, were of opinion that such additional part of an old 


cemetery did come within the scope of section 12, and they accordingly 


made the rule absolute. Rule absolute.—Counsgi, Lord Coleridge, Q.C., 


and W. H. Roberts; Sir R. Webster, A.G., and Sutton. Soxicrrors, W. H. 
Baley, Basingstoke ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 
[Reported by E. G, Srinuwewt, Barrister-at-Law.| 





Bankruptcy Cases. 13“ ’%° 


Re PAINE, Ez parte REED. Vaughan Williams, J. 2nd Nov. 


BANKRUPTCY —FRAUDULENT PREFERENCE—CREDITOR—CONTINGENT LIABILITY 
—Banxrurptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), 8. 37 (3), s. 48. 


This was a motion by the trustee in the ban for an order 
declaring that a Sete payment of £20 e by the bankrupt fo his 
bankers upon the 17th of April, 1895, for the ose of meeting a bill of 
exchange accepted by one Barnard, fh mdent to the motion, for 
Ww B és sit was liable to the bankers, was « fraudulent prefer- 

e espopdent. Har 7 in 19895 the respondent bad given the 

upt his accommodation acceptance for £20, and the bankrupt dis- 

counted it with his bankers. Upon the 17th of April, 1895, he paid in 
£20 to the bank to meet the acceptance. Upon the 25th of April he 
executed an assignment forthe Danefit of his creditors. Upon the 8th of 
May a receiving order was made against him, and upon the 13th of May 
he was adjudicated bankrupt. ‘The case turned upon the question 
whether the respondent, if the bill had not been met, would have been, at 
the date of the receiving order, a creditor entitled to prove in the bank- 
ruptcy for a debt within the meaning of eection 37 (3) of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, *‘ all debts and liabilities, present or future, certain or contin- 
gent, to which the debtor is subject at the date of the receiving order, or 
to which he may become subject before his discharge by reason of an 
obligation incurred before the date of the receiving order, shall be deem 
tobe debts provable in the rig iy Oe 

VAUGHAN acme. J., held that the respondent was a creditor entitled 
to prove in the bankruptcy for his contingent liability in respect of the 
acceptance, that, gac r, the payment made on the 17th of 
‘April to meet his acceptance was a fraudulent preference.—CounszL, F. C. 
Willis ; Muir Mackenzie. Souscrrons, W. M. Smith §¢ Son;. Pritchard § 
Englefield. 











[Reported by P. M. Faancxe, Barrister-at-Law.]| 
Re W. FLOWERS & CO., Ex parte W. C. WARE & SONS (LIM.). No. 1. 
30th Oct. ss} 


Banxrvurtcy—ParincipaL anp AGgntr—NorTIce or ae Served oN 
Recetrver AND Manacer AppornteD BY THE CournT—CoNsTRUCTION OF 
Ruiz 260 or Banxrvurroy Russ, 1886. 


This was an appeal by the petitioning creditors against an order of Mr, 


Nov. 7, 1896. ‘ 
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Nov. 7, 1896. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Voi. qgi.}] 31 








Hope, dated the 7th of August, 1896, dismissing a bankruptcy 
petition presented by them against the firm of Flowers & Oo. The firm 
of Flowers & Co. consisted of five members. On the 26th of March, 1896, 
a writ in the Chancery Division was taken out by three of the members of 
the said firm against the other two for the dissolution and winding-up of 
the partnership and for the appointment of a receiver and manager. On 
the lst of May a receiver was appointed by the court. On the 6th of May 
a writ was issued in the Queen’s Bench Division by Ware & Sons, the 
petitioning creditors, forthe sum of £46 18s. 2d., for goods sold and 

- delivered, and on the 14th of May they obtained final judgment for 
£50 18s. 24. A bankruptcy notice in respect of this sum was, on the 6th 
of May, served upon four out of the five members of the firm of Flowers & 
Co. ; the fifth member was not able to be served personally, and con- 
sequently Ware & Sons caused the receiver and manager of the business 
to be served with the notice, and on the 24th of June thoy presented a 

tition in bankruptcy against the several five members of the said firm 
of Flowers & Co., the alleged act of bankruptcy being non-compliance 
with the notice of the 6th of May. Onthe 7th of August the registrar 
dismissed the petition with costs (1) on the ground that a sufficient act of 
bankruptcy had not been committed, and (2) that he was not satisfied that 
the petition had been properly served within the meaning of rule 260 of 
the Bankruptcy Rules. Rule 260 provides that ‘‘any notice of petition 
for which personal service is necessary shall be deemed to be duly served 
on all the members of a firm if it is served at the principal place of busi- 
ness of the firm in England, on any one of the partners, or upon any 
person having at the time of service the control or management of the 
ership business there.’’ For the petitioning creditors it was con- 
tended that the notice was properly served, as the receiver end manager, 
although appointed by the court, was the person having at the time of 
service the contro] or management of the business, within the meaning of 
rule 260. For the respondents it was contended that the rule only 
applied to a person acting for the partners, and not to a person appointed 
by the court. 
"Tse Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., Lorzs and Riesy, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


a , 

Pon Esuer, M.R., in giving judgment, said that the appeal must be 
dismissed simply on the question of the construction of rule 260 as applic- 
able to the facts of this case. A receiver appointed by the cours is a 
servant of the court, and is not in any sense the legal servant of the 
partners of the firm. The proper construction of rule 260 is that, where 
personal service is necessary, a notice of petition shall be deemed to be 
duly served if it is served upon a person then having the control or 
management of the partnership business, and who is appointed by and 
has the authority of the partners, and who acts as their+ and . 
Here the receiver was not such a person, he béliig a servant and agent of 
the court, and therefore the service in this case was not properly 
effected. 

Lorzs and Riepy, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covunszt, 
F. Cooper Wiilis ; Muir Mackenzie. Soricrrors, Kingsbury § Turner ; George 
Coote. 


= 


[Reported by E. G. Stittwet, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re HORN AND FRANCIS. Chitty, J. 29th Oct. 


Soxicrron — Remuneration — Soutcrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881 — 
GeneraL Orver, Scueputs I. 


This was a question arising under the General Order under the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881. A lease of a house in Charles-street, Berkeley- 
square, having been granted in consideration of a premium of £5,000 and 
arent of £250 a year, the lessors’ solicitors included in their bill of costs 
in respect of the transaction a fee of £40 for negotiating, in addition to 
the rent scale fee amounting to £29, and the deducing title fee chargeable 
on the premium amounting to £45. The taxing-master disallowed the 
£40 for negotiating, The lessors’ solicitors appealed to the court, con- 
tending that although in the case of a lease at a rent only the scale fee on 
the rent, provided by part 2 of Schedule 1 to the General Order, covered 
all negotiations, yet where a lease was granted for a premium as well as a 
rent, rule 5 of this Schedule authorized the allowance of a scale fee for 
negotiating, as well as a scale fee for deducing title. 

Currry,.J., said that it was plain that the lessors’ solicitors were by rule 
5 in the 2nd part of Schedule I. entitled to something more than the scale 
fee on the rent. The language of the rule was not clear, but having 
regard to what was said by North, J.,in Re Robson (38 W. R. 556, 45 
Ch. D. 71), and to the decision in Re Field (33 W. R. 553, 29 Ch. D. 608), 
where it was held that the scale fee payable on a lease at a rent included 
a fee for negotiation, his lordship held that he could not allow any 
further fee for negotiation, and upheld the taxing-master’s objection. — 
CounseL, C. E. E. Jenkins; O. Leigh Clare. Soxtcrrors, Horn § Francis ; 
Walfords. 

[Reported by Ratecu B. Partuporrs, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Extract Prom A Lecture on “ Foops,’? Dra. AnprEew Wirison.—“* The 
consumption of cocoa happily increases year by year. I say ‘ happily,’ 
because, as tea and coffee are not foods, while cocoa is a true food, any 
increase in the national nutrition means an increase in the national 
prosperity. Winter, besides, is clore upon us, and I advise those who are 
susceptible to colds to fortify themselves chill by attention to their 
food. The easiest way of effecting this end for many is to substitute 
cocoa (Epps’s being the most nutritious) for tea and coffee.” —[Apvr. ] 





LAW SOCIETIES. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


November 2.—Mr. E. W. Williams in the chair. Mr. Neville Tebbutt 
opened a debate on the motion *‘ That it is for the interest of the com- 
munity and of the legal profession that the present distinction between 
barristers and solicitors should be abolished.’’ Mr. J. R. Atkin opposed ; 
after which Messrs. A. E. F. Boulton, A. W. Marks, A. H. Richardson, 
and E. W. Williams spoke in of the motion, and Mesers. W. F. 
Symonds, H. Reed, and A. M. against it. Mr. Tebbutt replied, and 
on a division the motion was by one vote. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to record the death of Mr. Groncs Henry Sawre.n, of the 
firm of Messrs. Bridges, Sawtell, Heywood, & Co., of Red Lion-square, 
which took place on* the 27th ult. after a short illness, in bis — 
fourth year. Mr. Sawtell spent bis early days as an articled clerk in 
office of Messrs. Symes, Teesdale, & Sandilands, in Fenchurch-street, and 
was for some years a partner in the firm of Messrs. Futvoye, Sawtell, & 
Lightfoot, of John-street, Bedford-row. In 1864 the firm, 
known as Bridges, Masson, & Bridges, was reconstituted, and Mr. Sawtell 
became a memver of it, and continued such until the time of his death, 
a period of thirty-two and a half years, during which time, by his great 
aptitude for business, power of work, and geniality of disposition, 
attracted a large number of clients, many of whom became his personal 
friends, and, being a man of the strictest in ty, the greatest. confidence 
was reposed in him as a family lawyer. While an incessant worker in his 
profession, he managed to do much for the good of others outside of it ; 
and notably in his connection with the Home and Colonial Training Col- 
lege in the Gray’s-inn-road, of which he was the hon. secretary, and 
where for cout Bees he used once a week to deliver a divinity lecture to 
the students—his interest in the cause of religious education being ver 
great. He was a widower for some years prior to his decease. Hie 
remains were interred in Highgate Cemetery in the presence of a large 
gathering of sorrowing relatives and friends. 

The death is announced of Sir Joszru Gonos Lona Innas, Judge of 
the Supreme Court of New South Wales, at the age of sixty-two years. 
He was called to the Bar in 1859, and was appointed district judge in 
Queensland in 1865. He became Solicitor-General for New South Wales 
in 1872; Attorney-General in the following year; afterwards Minister of 
Justice ; and in 1881 he was appointed Judge of the Supreme Court. 


| 
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APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. 8. Lestrz Tuornton, Barrister, Attorney-General of St. Vincent, 
has been appointed a resident magistrate in Jamaica. 


Mr. Parrick Rosz-Inngs, Barrister, of the Inner Temple and Blackrie, 
Aberdeenshire, has been a ited a Justice of the Peace for that county 
on the nomination of the of Aberdeen, Lord Lieutenant. 


Mr. P. Lovecrove, Solicitor, of the firm of Long, Dunford, & Love- 
grove, of Windsor, has been appointed Town Clerk of Windsor, in the 
place of Mr. G. H. Long, resigned. Mr. Lovegrove has acted as deputy 
clerk for some time. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
New Parryersuir. 

Messrs. Ranpatt Exits Burrovenss, Caries Foster, and Cuaries 
Biacxwe tu Fosrsr, solicitors, Norwich, have as from the lst day of October, 
1896, taken into partnership with them in their said business as solicitors 
Mr. Epwirx Monrtaau Catvert, solicitor, and as from the said Ist day of 
October, 1896, the said Randall Ellis B Charles Foster, Charles 
Blackwell Foster, and Edwin Montagu Calvert have carried on and will 
continue to carry on business as solicitors in partnership at Norwich under 
the style of Fosters, Burroughes, & Calvert. (Gazette, Nov. 3. 


GENERAL. 

The latest report of Lord Justice Kay’s condition is that he continues to 
improve, but is still very weak. 

It is stated that there are only two , and that they 
will be heard before a court of three judges on y, the 14th inst. 

It is stated that, in consequence of the illness of Lord Justice Kay, the 
Lord Chief Justice will return to town at the conclusion of the assizes at 
Oxford about the 11th inst., in order to preside in Appeal Court No. 11. 

The Times says that Mr. Justice North has completed the fifteen years’ 
service on the Bench entitling him to a retiring pension, and that there 
are now ten judges on the Bench who can retire upon pensions if they so 


An Adventurer’s moiety of the New River Company was sold a few 
ago at Tokenhouse-yard for £125,250. In 1889 similar share mom 
for £122,800. 


Mr. Alfred Billson, who is contesting East Bradford, is, says the St. 





James's Gazette, the son of a Leicester baniser, and is fifty-seven years of 





32 
age. He was xs admitted asa a solicitor i in 1860, and has for many years been | 1 
@ partner in the firm of Oliver Jones, Billson, & Co., of Liverpool. 


Major William M‘Kinley, who onthe 4th of March next will be installed 
as President of the United States fora period of four years, is, says the 
St. James’s Gazette, a native of Ohio, and was born in 1843. After service 
during the Civil War, he adopted law as his profession, and was admitted 
to the Bar in 1867, and settled at Canton, Ohio. 


There is lamentation, says the Westminster Gazette, in the Inns of Court 
over the results of the Bar Final Examination, just published. No less 
than fifty-four per cent. of the candidates have been ploughed. There is 
@ general consensus of opinion that this startling result is due, not to a 
low standard in the candidates, but to a suddenly raised standard on the 
part of the examiners. 


In the course of the hearing of an appeal under the Summary Jurisdic- 
tion (Married Women) Act, 1895, in the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division on Tuesday, Mr Justice Barnes remarked that it was most 
unfortunate that magistrates would not give their reasons. The court 
had over and over again said that reasons should be given. The president 
said he quite agreed with Mr. Justice Barnes that magistrates should 
state their reasons. 

In the Probate Division on Saturday last counsel applied to the judge to 
excuse one of the special jurymen summoned, on the ground that he was 
very deaf and was within three months of the age at which he would be 
entitled to be excused from serving on a jury. The president said it was 
@ very novel application, and it was quite unusual for counsel to make 
such an application. It was opening up an entirely new class of practice. 
He could not listen to the application. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistnars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Aprgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carri: 
- _ eo 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie ns 
Leach Rolt i 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srie.ive. KEeKewiou. Romer, 
Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
* Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Beal Ward 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
MICHAELMAS SITTINGS, 1896. 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1896. 
Divorce Fluister (petnr) v Fluister (respt) O Hutton (co-respt) app of 


respt from order of Mr Justice Gorell Barnes, dated July 30, 1896 
Aug 7 

In re W C Barnes Barnes v Barnes app of deft W J Barnes from order 
of Mr Justice North, dated July 3, 1896 Aug7 

In re The Companies’ Acte, 1862 to "1890, and In re The Bulfontein Sun 
Diamond Mine, ld (expte C Cox Hughes app of The Bulfoatein Sun 
Diamond Mine, ld from order of Mr Justice Chitty, dated June 9, 1896 
(order not perfected) Aug 8 

Hobson v Gorringe “pp of plt from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
July 7, 1896 Aug 10 

In re The New Travellers’ Chambers ld & Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 aa? of 
Sir W G Hunter, KOMG, from order of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, 
dated July 18, 1896 Aug 10 

In re The Same, &c app of SirG 8S M Thomas from same order Aug 10 

In re The Same, &c app of Arthur Green from same order Aug 10 

In re Sir G Elliot Hunter v Elliot app of deft E A Elliot Pyle from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated May 14, 1896 Aug 10 

Elliott Bros v Sullivan appl of plts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated June 16, 1896 Aug 12 

In re Isaac Cronbach v Isaac appl of deft Saul Isaac from order dated 
June 11, 1896 Aug 12 

v Ratlifle appl eo deft from order of Mr. Justice Stirling, dated 
Aug 17 

In reThe Mersey Railway Co & In re The Railway Co’s Act, 1867, and In 
re The Mersey Ry Acts, &c appl of G Waddell from ‘order of Mr 
Justice Stirling, dated August 6, 1896 (order not perfected) Aug 18 

In re The National Bank of Wales ld & In re the Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 
appl of W Taylor from order of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, dated 
Au vd 1896 Aug 25 

In re Grime v Simpson appl of deft, E Simpson, from order of 
ur Juste Kekewich, dated July 3, 1896 Sept 4 

by v Armstrong appl of pit from of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 

3, 1896 tacher mak be ected) Sept 18 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Nov. 7, 1896. — 





In re Maule Chester v Maule 
Kekewich, dated Aug 3, 1896 
In reJ Smith 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dune 25, 1896 Sept 30 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 
1896. 


spel of of pit from mad of ‘Mr Justio Justice — 
Davidson v Myrtle a ~ of defts, H Smith & ors, from 
dated J ° 


Kennedy v Dodson app of deft J B Dodson from order of the Vice. ~ 
Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Dec 17, 1895 


May 5 

Holt v Smith appl of plt from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the 
County Palatine of Lancaster, dated April 16,1896 July 14 

Barcroft v Smith appl of plts from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the 


County Palatine of Lancaster, dated June 20, 1896, and appln of B se : 


to adduce further evidence on ‘appl, &c. (to come on with appl, by u 
dated July 22, 1896) July 15 

In re Schloss Ashworth v Schloss appl of defts from order of the Vice- 
ueneer or of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated August 11, 1896 
Aug 

Garside v The Liverpool Ry Permanent Benefit Building Soc. appl of pl 
from order of Vice-Chaxcell of the County Palatine of Lancaster, 
August 4, 1896 Sept 2 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1896. 


In re A E Fenton, gent (one, &c) appl of M Cathcart, in person, from 
order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 14, 1895 (s o for security for 
costs) Dec 7, 1895 

The Debenture ‘Corpn, ld v C de Murrietta & Co, ld oon of plts from 
order of Mr Justice Chitty, dated May 22, 1896 July 2 

Ernest v Loma Gold Mines, ld appl of plt from p Po of Mr Justice 
Chitty, dated July 24, 1896 (order not perfected) Aug 8 

Siegert v Gillespie Brothers & Co appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated July 31, 1896 Aug 11 

J Brinsmead & Sons v T E Briusmead & Son, ld appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice North, dated Aug 11, 1896 Aug 12 

Ebrmann v Ehrmann appl of pits from order of Mr Justice Stirling, 
dated Aug 7, 1896, and cross-notice of deft, dated Aug 14, 1896 (order 
not perfected) Aug 18 

Ehrmann v Ehrmann appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Stirling, 
dated Aug 7, 1896 (order not perfected) Aug 15 

In re Macdonald & Guardship of Infants’ Act, 1886 Macdonald v Annes- 
ley appl of J M Macdonald from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Aug 10, 1896 (order not perfected) Aug 29 

Pottle v Sharpe appl of plt from order of Mr Justice Chitty (sting 5 hy} 
Mer Judge), dated September 9, 1896 (order not perfected 

t 23 

Collinson v Simpson & Sons, ld appl of plt from order of Mr Justice 

Cave (sitting as Vacation Judge), dated Sept 30, 1896 Oct 7 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 


For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 


1896. 
Bolte v Prell, Rushall & Oo appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 


Mathew, dated July 13, 1896, at trial without a jury, Middlesex July 27 ~ 


The Dicido Iron Ore vo, ldv The Rhymney Iron Co, ld appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice a, dated July 22, 1896, at trial with- 
out a jury, Middlesex July 

Lane v 
July 16, 1896, at trial with s 

The Chicago Ry Termiual Elevator Co (applts) v 
Revenue (respts) appl of respts from jndet of Baron Pollock & Mr 
Justice Bruce, dated Fay 2,1896 Aug 4 

Jellicoe v Alcock appl of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
July 9, 1896, at trial (jury discharged), Middlesex Aug 5 

Steamshi Heathfield & Co, ldv T her & Barr, Behrend & Ross 
appl of defts from jud 
trial without a jury, 

Florio v Sutherst & Hazeldine 
Justice Grantham, dated July 30, 1896, at trial without a jury, Mi 
Aug 6 

Baker v Ambrose 
July 30, 1896, at with special jury, Middlesex Aug 7 

The North Staffordshire Chamber of Commerce (applicants) v North 
Staffordshire 5 Co. (Railway & Canal Commuledeny ap a of 5 gee 
from ju Mr Justice Collins, The Bight Hon 
Viscount olf, dated July 29, 1896 Aug 8 

The Ambrose—1895—Folio 520 J M Lennard & Sons ld v W WN 
White appl of deft from the judgt of the President, dated July 10, 


1896 Aug 8 
Howell v Stephenson (Watson, 3rd party) “PBs of Third Party from 
at trial without jury, 


judgt of Mr. Justice Wright, dated July 29, 
Middlesex Aug 11 

orthy v Diamond Merchants & Jewellers’ Oo, appl of defts from 
judgt of Baron aa, dated Aug 4, 1896, at trial without a jury, 
Middl A 


esex 
Van der Goor v of H RB Cox from jdgt of Mr 


pecial jury, Middlesex July 30 


dlesex 


—_ Wright, dated uly 29, $0, isk es trial without a jury, Middlesex 
Aug 


x appl of plt ‘com Gudgt of The Lord Chief Justice, dated — 
v The Commrs of Inland — 


‘of Mr ry sae. dated July 21, 1896, at © 
ug : 

appl of deft Hazeldine from judgt of Mr — 
ddlesex — 


opp of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated — 


Ah a oe 
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Kirkham v Attenborough appl of deft from ne Young v of deft for judgt or new trial on from verdict 
dated Aug 3, 1896, at trial mithout a jury, Middle A and. ju erp 1, 1896, 2 trial beieee Mr Justice Vaughan Wil- 
Romero v Fraser appl of deft from i iaih Rg dated iey, Middlesex 
Aug 5, 1896, at trial without a jury olisenr hug 12 Matthews ¥ “ppt of deft for j poe oe app from ver- 
Kirkham v Gill appl of defts from jdgt of Mr Justice Grantham,dated | dict and jodat, da ‘ore Mr Justice Cane without a 


Aug 3, 1896, at trial without a jury Aug 12 

Jones Vv "German appl of plt from jdgt of the ~ Chief Justice, dated 
Aug 5, 1896, with special jury, Middlesex Aug 1 

Nelson Bros & Co v Shaw, Savill & Albion Co ld al of defts from jdgt 
of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Aug 8,1896 Aug 15 

Susman v Ehrmann Bros appl of deft from ju of Mr Justice Cave, 
dated Aug 10, 1896, at trial without a jury, Liverpool A 

Hill v Hill appl of plt from judgt of Mr aoe Collins, p Fa Aug 11, 
1896, at trial without a jury, Warwick Aug 

Brandon ¥ Boyce appl of deft from dudet of” Mr Justice Hawkins, dated 
Aug 12, 1896 (jury discharged), Middlesex Aug 21 

Witt v Suart & Go appl of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
July 21, 1896, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Aug 22 

National Opalite Glazed Brick & Tile Syndicate, ld v Ceralite Syndicate, 1d 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated Aug 5, 1896, 
at trial without a jury, Middlesex Sept 1 

In re W M Baker, Solr, & In re The Solicitors Act, 1888 appl of W M 
Baker from judgment of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Day, dated Aug 
5, 1896 Sept 1 

Dennison v Boosey & Co appl of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated Aug 10, 1896, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Sept 19 

Ellis v Wright, Odell, & Smith appl of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated July 29, 1896, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Oct 9 

Thorpe v Harman app of deft C Harman from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated July 3, 1896, at trial without a jury, Lewes Oct 9 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearing. 
(With Nautical Assessors.) 
1896. 


Cassel—1896—Folio 100 (damage) Page & ors v Owners of Cassel pp of 
plt from judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, dated April 18, 1896 July 8 

John o’ Scott —1896—Folio 162 (damage) Owners of ss W M Holby v 
Owners of SS John o’ Scott app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, 
dated June 17, 1896 July 15 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1896. 


Slade v Hawkins appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
and judgt, dated July 9, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and 
common jury, Middlesex J uly 15 

White v Granada Steamship Co, ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on app from verdict and judgt, dated July 9, 1896, at trial before Mr 
Justice Collins and special jury, Middlesex J uly 18 

Newmark v Davies & Co appln of plt for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgment, dated June 24, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice 
Vaughan Williams and common jury, Glamorgan July 24 

O'Meara v Burns appln of deft Burns for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated July 15, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice Cave 
and special jury, Middlesex July 25 

Hooper v Holme & King appln of plt for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated July 20, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice 
Mathew and special jury, Middlesex J uly 30 

Jackson v Kruger & Co appln of defts from judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated July 24, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice 
Vaughan Williams without a jury, London ‘J uly 31 

Holophane, ld v Hesseltine ap ppln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated July 28, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and common jury, Middlesex 

Stephens v Cooke appln of defts for jdgt or new trial on a 
_ and jdgt, dated July 7, at trial before T H Bay 

1 


1 from ver- 


» Esq, Q.0. 


Aug 

Mitchell v Levy appln of plt for jdgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and jdgt, dated July 17, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice Kennedy and a 
common jury, Durham Aug 7 

Darlow v Bland appln of defts for jdgtor new trial on appl from ver- 
~ and jdgt. dated Aug 8, 1896, at trial before T H Baylie, Esq, Q.C. 

ug 7 

Stamp v Williams & Jones Stamp v Williams & Jones Lop wt | 
appln of defts for jdgt or new trial on appl from verdict and jdgt, dated 
Ang 1, 1, ee at _ before Mr Commissioner Dugdale and special jury, 

verpool Aug 

Hartland v Yap spol of deft for jdgt or new trial on appl from verdict 

and jdgt, dated July 31, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice Collins and 
jal jury, Middlesex Aug 13 

Wi v White appln of deft for jdgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and jdgt, dated Aug 5, 1896, at trial before the Lord f Justice and 
special jury, Middlesex Aug 13 

Lancaster v Clough & Co appln of pit for judgt or now trial on app from 
verdict and judgt, dated Aug 4, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice Bruce 
(jury dischar; ), Leeds Aug 14 

Gray v Cooper appln of deft Cooper for jud 

verdict and judgt, dated Aug 7, 1896, at tri 

and common jury, Middlesex ‘Aug 28 


or new trial on app from 
before Mr Justice Wright | 








July 18, at trial 
jury, Manchester Oct 9 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENOH DIVISION. 
{In Bankruptcy.) 
1896. 
pe Bante pain Dns against a receiving order made by M 


yy rma (expte The Debtor) against order of Mr Registrar Giffard 
to approve scheme 
In re To 4 (expte The Trustee) . against order of Mr Justice Vaughan 


Beans oad seate Ts: De against receiving order made by Mr 
trar Giffard 

In re Taylor (expte The Debtor, recei order made by Mr 
_ eae ) against ving y 


In re ~ math & Co ite Penne Creditors) against order of Mr 
Registrar Hope diesictieg petition 

In re Betts (expte The Debtor) against receiving order made by Mr 
Registrar Giffard 


I H te The Debto recei order made Mr 
n re otoes ienat e r) against ving by 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1896. 


The Taff Vale Ry Co v Davis & Sons, 1d appl of plts from order of Baron 
Pollock & Mr aie Bruce, dated May Ts, 1 (s o for day to be 


agreed) June 

Bowler v The Barberton Develo a a peg ld gt at fe of 
plt from order of Mr Justice Bruce, dated June 5, 1 

Fox v Jerome appl of plt from order of a Justice Day, dated suly 23, 


1896 July 29 
Sppl of plts from order of 


National Guardian Assce Co, 1d v Foulston 
Mr Justice Day, dated July 28, 1896 July 3 

Hood Barrs v Heriot appl of pit from order of Baron Pollock, dated July 
13, 1896 Aug 1 


Binns v Ohristen & anr appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
July 21, 1896 Aug 4 

The Queen v The Rt Hon Lord Leigh & ors, The Standing Joint Com- 
mittee & Police Authority (Crown Side) appl of prosecution from 
order of Justices Cave and Wills, dated July 25, 1896 Aug 7 

The Mutual Reserve Fund Life Assoc v The New York Life Insce Co 
appl < plts from order of Baron Pollock, dated Aug 12, 1896 


Aug 1 
Palmer’ 5 Shipbuilding & Iron Co, ld v The Astrakhan Steamship Oo, 
ld appl of pits from order of’ Baron Pollock, dated Aug 10, 1896 


Aug 1 
Potter & “Co v Barrell & Son a of my from order of Justices Day & 
Lawrance, dated Aug 7, 1896 
Whyte v Lord Balfour of Burleig ea ot of ie in person from order of 
Mr Justice Cave, dated Sept oe 18 
N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, ta and Queen’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to Oct. 10, 1896, inclusive. 








WaArnInG TO InTENDING Hovuss PurcHasers AND Lessezs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary sash gy agen 
65, Victoria street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.) —[Apvr.] 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


DEATH. 
Younc.—On Nov. 2, at Wes! Thomas Young, of 29 a ety my E.C., and 
‘Abbotsford, Mount View end, Grouch Hill, Solicitor (senior partner in the firm of 


Young & Sons), in his 82nd year. 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Nov. 11.— the at p Senet Lord- 
"ati and Pt of Bros., at ng fy Mt dg . 
Nov. Se re ee ee the Mart, at 2 p.m. Prechold stato in 
Blackfriars-road, po gg gs for forty horses. Solicitors, 
Rose & Johnson, London. ( er artioment, Oct Sit 
Nov. 13.—Messrs. Cuantesworta & Co., at the Mart, at 
£3,300, £3,000, &e. (See advertisement, Oct. 31, p. 22.) 
RESULT OF SALES. 
Save or Reversions anv Lirz Poxiciss. 


Mesms. I. 3. Fosrae @; Cnsnvenia’s SSE Syer en 00 eee held on 
qoueiey, Ge 6h eh. offered sold. 
ollowing are some of the results :— 


at? | 5, rere NY 
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£4,000 Midland Railwa y 3 per Cent. Debentons Sowk; me 65 ... Sold £2,700 

Bhare of India Stock aA Freehold Property ; sb ig 1,970 
To One-ninth of about £18,000; life 74 oie 1,010 
Contingent Reversion to £9,000, with Life Policies; : life 67 - a coed 4,610 
Life Interest in about £130 per annum on ; se 5 1,275 
To £1,500 secured on Landed Property ; life 68... sie a paw a al 870 

POLICIES OF ASSURANCE: 

For £5,000; life 52. ie aad igs ses ‘o ~ 1,030 
For £1,000, and £595 bonuses ; life sl ka aS on. 1,100 
For £1,000, bonuses £502; life's ms. a aon am : ~~ » 1,095 
For £1,000; life 51... pas — is on ase ooo op 800 
For £1,000; life 48... eo a | el, 290 


The total of the Sale was £17,470. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipar, Oct. 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laurrep my Cnancery. 


Avan Nicuoisox & Co, Linrrep—Creditors are uired, on or before Dec 8, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to William Bolton, 
18, Spring gardens, Manchester. Lawson & Co, Manchester, solors to liquidator 

Epvcartion, Limirep (1x Laquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to 

ees and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims to G. 8. Pitt, 
140, Leadenhal 

Lowpon Hravtu - A av Ixerirure Loorep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 27, 
directed to be on Nov 11. Hannay, 54 and 55, Coleman st, E.C., solors for 
oe Notice of aes must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 

afternoon of Nov 1 


Parstox Trapes Union ies Oo, Liurrep (1x LigurpatTioy)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Dec 4, to send in their names and dresses, and pestiouions of their debts 
or claims, to Robert Edwin Smalley, 9, Chapel st, Preston 

Sourn Beacu Lanp anv Buiipine Corroratioy, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, pre- 
ee eh et be heard on Nov1l. Mitchell, 140, Leadenhall st, agent for 
Willeock & Taylor, Wolverhampton, solors for petners, Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 10 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Nov. 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep wl Cuanczry. 
Dees, Davis, & & Oo, [aurren—Pein for ted Oct 28, was adjourned by 
the court, and will be heard on W: ah mos Nov! 11. Linklater & Co, 2, Bond ct, Wal- 
brook, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 10 
Hore. Merroroue, Scanponoven, ee are required, on or before Dec 12, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Walter Grimwade, 38, Coleman st 
Inu 8 Queer Curster, Liutrep—Petn for winding up» presented Nov 2, directed to be heard 
ovil. Toomer, 35, Walbrook, solor for ers. Notice of appear- 
osm must om the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 10 
Loxvow Tyrixo Co, Limrrzen—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to send their 
names and addresses to Wilson Burgess, 22, Farringdon st 
Nosweoianx Moss Lirrer Co, Lauren (1 tee er eee are required, on or 
before Dec 14, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
to D. G. Brown, St. George’s House, Eastcheap 
Soxpeam anv ViaiLayt Gan Mixes, i —Creditors are required, on or before Dec 
8, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Giffard, Blomfield House, London Wail. Hays & Co, 31, Abchurch lane, solors for 
liquidator 
Vicroria Stzamsoats, Limitev—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 29, directed to be 





heard -) Wednesday, Nov1l. Williams & Co, Vestry House, Laurence Pountney hill, 
solors f Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock rf afternoon of Nov 10 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
ew Paovipent Friexviy Socizty, British Schoolroom, Kettering, Northants. 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gasette.—Frivay, Oct. 30. 


Ross, Josern Preansox, Pentonville rd, Grocer Dec 3 Dyet v Rose, Kekewich, J. 
Savery & Stevens, Brabant ct, Philpot lane 
Snorrez, Geratv Avoustixe, Furnival’s inn, Holborn, Solicitor 
, Kekewich, J Soames, Clement’s inn, Strand 
TuoryTor, CHARLES, Marsden. Huddersfield, Woullen Manufacturer Dec 8 Crowther v 
Horsfall, North, J Hall, Huddersfield 


London Gazetie.—Tuxspar, Nov. 3. 


Beappicx, Jaues Suatrocx, Clayhidon, Devon, Farmer Dec 8 Leigh v Braddick, 
y Lee Michell, Wellington, Somerset 

Ganxetr, Jonx, Windermere, Printer Dec9 Garnett v Dawson, Stirling, J Bolton & 

Bolton, Kendal 

Haraway, Witt1am Hawkins, Frampton-on-Severn, Glos, retired Captain 
Jones v Ford, Chitty, J Ford, Weston-super-Mare 

Warkins, Davin, ‘Gray’s inn rd, Waterproofer Dec 1 Rees v Watkins, Chitty, J 
Huntley, Bank chbrs, Tooley st 


Dec 8 Shoppee v 


Nov 25 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Oct. 27. 
Assinpes, Taomas, Handsworth Nov 20 Patey & Warren, London wall 
Baxer, Emma, Leeds Nov 30 Nelson & Co, Leeds 
Baxszz, Ropent, Scarborough Dec 13 Hick, Scarborough 
Buvuxpgt., Joux, Thurloe sq Novi4 Blount &Co, Strand 
Bnooras Sraseas, Chaucer 14, Herne Hill Nov 25 Keighley & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Cani1, Herex, Albert gt, Hyde Park Dec5 Gordon & Co, Bedford row 

CurrFrorp, Hargrer, Middleton. Lancs Nov 30 Clark & Jackson, Manchester 

waaam, ie Excellency Cunisttax Frepentx, Bedford Dec 18 Hawes & Co, Gt Win. 
ester st 

Fow sr, Awxre Marta, Horsham, Sussex Nov7 Cox, Brighton 

Gixes, Purr, St Austell, Cornwall, Printer Nov 23 Coode Shilson & Co, St Austell 

ae Evwanp, Hoylandswaine, York, Farmer Dec1 Dransfield & Hodgkinson, 


enistone 
Gotpruorr, Hewry, Ashton under Lyne Nov 30 Bromley, Ashton under Lyne 
Goopa.s, Wit11am, Walworth, Licensed Victualler Dec8 CJ Smith & Gofton, Mark 


Gou.psr, Joux, Birkdale, Lancaster Nov 14 Brighouse & Co, Southport 


Hamirox, Many Axx, Wolsingham, Durham Nov 28 Steavenson & Sons, Darlington 
Hamven-Witurams, Mary Caruenive, Treforest, Pontypridd Nov 19 Cousins, 


Hopp, James, Acton, Ironmonger Dec 30 Neely, Coleman st 

Inoresy, Wit11am Atrerp, Hedon, York, Farmer Dec1 Gresham, Hull 

Kay, Jouw Wiii1am, Bury, Lancs Decl Butcher & Berlow, Bury 

Kexyox, Owen Srencer, Clayton le Moors, Lancs, Grocer Nov 23  Britcliffe, 
Luxe, Exizasern, Charlestown, Cornwall Nov 380 Coode & Co, St Austell 

Mixes, James Avaustus, Batheaston, Somerset Dec7 Jones & Forrester, Malmesbury 
Moort, Hewry, Liverpool, Confectioner Dec8 Banks & Co, Liverpool 

Moss, James, Crespigny Pk, Denmark hill Nov 26 Ingle & Co, Threadneedle st 

Moss, Matruew, Macclesfield, Yeoman Noy 30 Swindells, Macclesfield 

cone, Janz Evizasern, Clifton gdns, Maida Vale Dec 1 Leslie & Co, Gresham 
N sanblons hieion Mavrice. Kilburn Decl Leslie & Co, Gresham bldgs 

O’Nerut, Arrnur Grorce, Handsworth, Stafford Nov10 Isaac & Co, Birmingham 
Perry, Josian, Davies st., Berkeley sq Nov 27 Stoker & Hansell, Gray’s inn sq 
Rorawe.., Witu1am, Colwyn Bay Nov 30 Hedgcock & Ducker, Manchester 

Samvurt, Acres Rosa, Upper Hamilton ter Nov 30 White & Co, Whitehall pl 
Suanp.es, Gzorcr Bett, Sale, Chester, Engineer Nov 30 Holden & Holden, Bolton 
Suerrarp, Cuanrces, Birkenhead, Spirit Merchant Decl Newman & Kent, Liverpool 
Surrn, Mary Any, Tipton, Stafford Dec1 Morgan & Duke, Northampton 

Surrn, Wit114M, Tipton, Stafford, Builder Dec1 Morgan & Duke, Northampton 
Tayxor, Josgern, Rochdale, Licensed Victualler Decl Butcher & Barlow, Bury 
Vicxerstarr, Caanues, Milford, Stafford Dec 30 Preston, Basinghall st 
Warrrensury, Cuurron Witxixson, Manchester, Architect Dec 1 Woodcock & Sons, 


Wompet, Jonny, Ashover, Derby Dec1 Morgan & Duke, Northampton 


London Gasette—Frivay, Oct. 30. 
Ain, Axx, Bishopwearmouth, Durham Nov 23 Ritson & Sons, Sunderland 
Bascom, Henny Sarsrrevp, Nailsworth, Glous Decl Fox, Bedford row 
Beaues, Samvuet, Cambridge Dee5 Eaden & Spearing, Cambridge 
Beck, Rev James, Suffolk Dec 30 Adams Beck, Fenchurch st 
Bewicxe, Catverty, WylamonTyne Decl Maples & Co, Frederick’s pl 
Buiyra, Rosert, Chelmsford, Essex, Solicitor Nov 30 Blyth, Chelmsford 
Cann, Exizasetn, Lichfield Dec4 Russell, Lichfield 
Cuarman, Eumatine Mary Any, Torquay Nov 30 Shelly & Johns, Piymouth 
Cuurce, Witu1am, Norfolk Dec14 Whites & Pomeroy, Wymondham 
Coawenas, Sueaes Wit11a, Chester, Flannel Manufacturer Dec4 Standring & Co, 


| Bares Henny Percivat, Horbury, nr Wakefield, Architect Nov 20 Keighley, Wake 3 


Dicxrsox, Emma, Walton on the Hill, Lanes Nov 28 Avison & Co, Liverpool 
Gex, Auice, St Helens, Lancaster Dec 28 Ansdell & Eccles, St Helen’s, Lancaster 
Guirrtx, Francis, Hulme, Manchester Dec 25 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 

Hearn, Exiza, Teignmouth Nov19 T & J Hutchins, Teignmouth 

Haut, } son wad Hanry, Wingham, Kent, Fruiterer Nov 27 Kingsford Whitwick & 0m 


Hawagins, ety Freip, Torquay Nov9 T & J Hutchings, Teignmouth 7 
Hunter, Epwanp, Chester ter, Regent’s Pk Jan1 West & Co, Cannon st 4 
Jevverson, Any, Scarborough Nov 27 Birdsall & Cross, Scarborough 
Manrxs, Ricuarp, Finchley rd Dec10 Hughes & Aston, Edgware rd 


Baron vow Mavucuer, Paut Witnets Hernaicn Emit, Weinhim, Germany, Lieutenant 
Colonel Nov30 Rehders & Higgs, Mincing lane 
Mixes, Gzonce Epwarp, Rochdale Dec 4 Standring & Co, Rochdale 


Muits, Joun, Chester Dec5 Marshall Rigby, Manchester : 
Nicxs, Axxz, Leamington Spa, Warwick Dec4 Passman & Son, Leamington Spa : 
Owex, Ipa Anna, Liverpool Decl Grace & Smith, Liverpoo! se 


Pacer, Rt Hon Sim Avevstus Berxetey, GCB, John st, Berkeley sq Dec1 Lowe “ 


mS 1LLIAM Henry, Maida Vale Dec5 Bolton & Co, Temple grdns 
Penniyeton, Georaz ALexanper, Liverpool, Tailor Dec 8 O’Hare, Liverpool 
Pixc, Wit1am Treapwet, Northampton, Plumber Nov29 Whitehorn, Banbury 
Sravetey, Joun Donatp Perrzr, Kensington Nov 30 Cree & Son, Gray’s inn sq 
Tayior, Many Fut, Paignton, Devon Novi6é Astley & Co, Paignton 

Tucxer, Feanx, Teignmouth Nov19 T & J Hutchings, Teignmouth 

Wanp, Manrrua, Finchley Nov 30 Wells & Son, Paternoster row 

Wurresive, Eury, Kensington Dec1 Collyer & Co, Bedford row 

Wixkrnsoy, Evaar, Bradford Nov 30 Bhcdes, Bradford 

Witirass, Moraax, Cadoxton juxta Barry, Glam Decé Davies, Pontypridd 
‘Woop, Lancetor Epwanp, Bath, Major Deci2 Pike, Old Burlington st 
‘Woargearese, Gzorae, Gt Lever, nr Bolton, Manufacturing Chemist Nov 14 


sie ie sis 


sds 9) a 


Ry 


Wricut, Hexserr Epwarp, Kilburn Dec14 Kennedy & Co, Clement’s inn, Strand 
Waicur, Jamss, Bournemouth Dec12 Gregory & Co, Bristol 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gaszette.—Faivayr, Oct. 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avpaince, Henry Groner, tae, China Merchant 
High Court Pet Sept 10 

Bicos, Tuomas, and Ricaarp Nixves, + agua Ironmon- 
gers Croydon Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 2 

Boor, ee Sees Pimlico, Major High Court 
Pet Oct 


8 Oct 
J CoLe . Co, Broad Arrow ct, Milton st High Court Pet 
Oct 9 Ord Oct 26 


De Berensperc, Victor Cuaver, S - - eiatan Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Oct 28 Ord O 

Dosss, yapoencs, Se Norfolk, a Wheelwright Nor- 
wich Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 

Eowakos, Josers, and Rosear 3 Joun Epwanrps, ae 
Surrey, Builders Tunbridge Wells Pet Oct 27 Ord 
Ost 27 


Fiaxiss, Wastes Witurau, Bishop’s Freome, Herefords, 
Labo Worcester Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

ge ty ag Mwy Wednesbury Walsall Pet Oct 27 
0 t 27 


Harrison, Saran Bucsaxay, Fallowfield, Lancs Man- 
chester Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
Haycocks, Jauss, Jobnstown, Denbighs, Labourer Wrex- 
ham Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
gt Witi1am Gorpos, Maidenhead, Berks High Court 
et Oct Ord Oct 28 


28 
oo. Jaws, Bradford Bradford, Yorks Pet Oct 26 
Urd Oct 26 


Hotvex, Epwarp Grorer, Maidstone, Commercial Tra- 
veller Maidstone Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 28 

Houmwpusy, Atpert Atrrep, Chichester, Saddler Brighton 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Jenxinsox, WitLtam Henry, Hayes, Coal Merchant Wind- 
sor Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Jones, on ree Le Anglesey, Farmer Bangor Pet 


ey Kees, Dukestown, nr Tredegar, Flannel Dealer 
Tredegar Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Kext, Eowix, Gt Yarmouth, Fish Hawker Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Lewis, Jawes, Denton, Lancs, Farniture Dealer Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

McCraira, Fraxcis Atsert, Pontypridd Pontypridd 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Naver, Nhe ya Britton, Brixton High Court Pet Oct 
28 28 

Oppy, Natsawre., Eastbourne, _ Proprietor East- 
bourne Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 

Oxurnop, WiitiaM, tps Lance, Brick Manufacturer 
Wigan Pet Oct 26 Ord Oc’ 

Ospoane, James, Kidderminster, U Upholsterer Kiddermin- 
ster Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Parxixs, Garwet, — rd, Clissold pk High Court 
Pet Oct 8 Ord Oct 

Powers, James, Direinghers Birmingham Pet Oct 28 
Ord Oct 28 

Rea, James, Newcastle-on-Tyne, Sepetenes Newcastle- 
on-Tyne Pet Oct 26 Ord Oc 

Reeves. Ropert, St. John’s Wood - Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Ruovss, Samvet Tuomas, Derby Derby Pet Oct 26 Ord 
uct 26 

Rosinsoxn, Wittiam, Armley, Leeds Leeds Pet Oct 26 
Ord Oct 26 

woke wy jun, Tonna, nr Neath Neath Pet Oct 27 

ri 

Sura, © + We THomas, Lt ae 1 Yorks, Tobacconist 
Stockton-on-Tees Pet Ord Oct 27 

Suzatox, Taomas, 
mingbam Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Stamuzus, Joseru, Hunslet, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer 

Sr — Mp Poony B. - Ge gr G Burnley Pet 

EPHENSON, JAMES, ey, Lancs, Grocer 

Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Stone, Harry, and Waiter Gzorce Martin, Bey ey 
Kent, Cycle Manufacturers Maidstone et Oct 28 
Ord Uct 28 

Tarior, Witttau Eowarp, Davin James Giepattt, and 
Lewis GiepaiLt, Meltham, nr Huddersfield, 
Proprietors Huddersfield "Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 20 

Warxiss, Hewry, and Wittram Warxins, Cardiff, Glass 

alers Cardiff Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Witurn, Ricuarp, North Walsham, ees Cattle Dealer 

Norwich Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 


Amended notice substituted for hat published in the 
London Gazette of June 9: 


SuimeLp, Sipney Georoz, and Arruer Witt1aM Sumerp, 
Penarth, Printers Cardiff Pet June 5 Ord June 5 


Amended notice substituted for that panes in the 
London Gazette of Oct 9 


McPusnsox, Jauzs Wiu11au, Somes, Brass Finisher 
Greenwich Pet Oct6 Ord Oct 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Atvrives, Henry Groner, Mogtshene, China Merchant 
Nov9ati1l1 Bankru Carey st 

Basixeror, Josnvua, Great Grimey er Tatll Off Rec, 
15, Osborne st, Great Grimsby 

Bacn, Evizasetu Saran, Tenbury, Worcestershire, Tailor 
Nov6at 2 J. Nichols, Auctioneer, Kidderminster 

Betrreip, Henry, , Grocer Nov 6 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, 

Beananp, - ALEXANDER, — Dentist Nov 11 at 12 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Env, Mowrtacue, me Tobacconist Nov 9 

atll 23, Colmore row, 


a, Emanugi, Newport, Mon, Pawnbroker Nov 6 at12 
Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 


Boor, Cuantes Wester, , Major Nov 6 at 2.30 
bldgs, 





ruptcy 
Baysox, Geuxar, Winchester NovGat330 Off Rec, 4, 
East st, Southampton ’ 


snigaeS Of tee, 29,0 Gueon et, Oardiff ed 
st, aiilton 3 st Nov 9 at 12 


ry 
- tw TLSON, Agent Nov 
at3 Off Reo, $5, John st cca 
Ciege Sous Ps yay Nov 6 at 


Cheshire, Labourer 
10.50 Court house, U; Bank st, Shee agg ey 
Ds Jacorwicz, Hatton Hatton Garden. Pear ‘ov 6 at 11 
‘Galwym, Caratrvons, Plumber Nov 
Eastgate ro 


Fiera, Josern a biny iy Frara, Stanningley Yorks, 
) ‘ at 3 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Brad- 


fe 

Gasser, Manx Wiispox, Sharpness, Gloucs, Baker Nov 
Zat4 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

See Seen oreeeee Decker Nov 9 


30, Moseley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Grirves, Joux Wittras, Gresham Exhibition Pro- 


Evass, Exias, jun, 
lat3 Crypt 


Geppss, Wituia 
at 11.30 


Nov 10 at 11 idgs, Carey st 
Havenoat, Ensxine Af fan: Coa Kensington Nov 10 at 
winaee, eer, Gpeeel, Gomes, 
Luswettry. Henry, Stroud, Fishmonger Nov 7 
at3 Off Rec, Station rd, Glouceste — 
Cler! ov 


ane James Marriaxp Hoare, 
9at11.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, 
Mecugeuss,, Eowarp, Warwick, Gardener Nov 9 at 11 
Off ‘ord st, Coventry 
"Soxaruas, 


Nov il 23, Colmore row, a 


Ormrop, tn Lanes, Brick Manufacturer, 
Nov#at3 16, Wood st, Bolton * 
Parkes, Jouw Brazizr. Birmingham, Cycle Dealer Nov 
Pp pt vas on Nov l0at12 Of 
AK, Joun Cactt, ov 
Boscawen st, Truro 
ae Samug. Tuomas, Darby Nov6ati2 Off Rec, 40, 
"s 


’ 
———_—, 


Bipp.i#, Groner, St Leonard’s onSea Nov 10 at 11.30 24, 
way app, London 
— a ord, Yorks, Grocer Nov 6 
1 


Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
Savers, — Brighton, Conf: Nov 9 at 2.30 Off 
Pavilion 


Rec, 4, 

Tuomas, Wittram, a. Nov 6 at 1230 Of 
Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Ni Mon 

Tairrrr, cone South Shields, Boot er Nov 9 at12 Of 


30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
, Suffolk, Blacksmith Nov 7 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, st, Norwich 


Witiiams, Davin Jons, Brecon, Saddle Maker 
Nov@ ati Off Ree, 

Wixpsor, Wrii1am Gresos, a Tandon Belize Builder Nov 
6 at 11.30 Railway 

Woop, Herry. + Nov 9 
at 3 Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avnue 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Beryegp, ey ey 
ham Pet Sept 26 25 Ord Oct 27° 


Cuampextarn, Cuantes, West Bromwich, Baker West 


Bromwich Pet Oct19 Ord Oct 27 
Carp, James Ricuarp, Stoke Newington, Florist Ed- 
o monton as iy a. 5 Wes 
HATTERLEY, Jonx, Smethwick. 's, Grocer 
Bromwich Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 27 


Conzy. Moses, Tunbridge Wells, Furniture Dealer Car- 
diff Pet Sept 25 Ord Oct 26 
Davret, Tuomas, Carmarthen, Provision Merchant Car- 
marthen Pet Oct 3 Ord Oct 28 
Tuomas Otiver, and Water Jonw Drxow, 
Con Pet 


8 Ord Oct 21 
Dosss, Frepericx, Mattishall, Norfolk, Wheelwright Nor- 
Pin,Tieh Pet Oct 98, Ord Ock 28 
axins, Watters Wit.14M, Bishop’s Froome, Herefords, 

Labourer Worcester Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
-: ge ge Iw, * epumeed Newport 
Maveoens, James, ns, Johnstone, “Ds Denbighshire, Labourer 

Wrexham Oct 28 
Hooawos, Jars, Bradford, Yorks Bradford Pet Oct 26 
Jos, Huan, Rhoscol Farmer Pet 

Oct 27 Ord Oct fa Ange, mesa 


Jongs, Rees, Dukesto' Flannel Dealer 
mr’ Pot Ont 3" Ord Oot 38 
armouth, Fish Hawker Great 


Kewt, Epwix, = Yi 
et Yarmouth Pet Oct 96. Or Ord Got 26 Pas 
wis, van, Saagaes Degten, Lanes, Furniture Dealer 
ee, Ha NE 8. 
cis ALBERT, 
Ms Od 3 Ord Oct 26 
Nico.son, Joxatuay, Birmingham Birmingham Pet Oct 
13 Ord Oct 26 


Drxor, 


James, Kidderminster, Upholsterer Kidder- 
m —- Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
ARK oun Brazr m, Opie Desler Bir- 
ningham Pet Oct'l_ Ord 
Pounes 21am hwy Birmingham Pet 
Rae, See jpn Newcastle 
Pet Oct 26 Sate 
Raopes, Bawoat Taowas, Derby Derby Pet Oct 26 Ord 


Renee, Srpasem, Armley, Leeds Leeds Pet Oct 26 
ee Neath Pet Oct 27 


Sirvermayx, Monew Paruurr, 
\ Provieton Fitigk Gout pu Pet Oct 2 Ord Ox Ord Oct 27 
Stockton on Tees "Pet Oct 96 Ord Oct 27 

Sramuers, Josers, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer 





a Manufacturers Maidstone Pet Oct 28 
Tayiorg, Witu1am Eow. Davi Janes Gurowict, and 


or Hi 
Proprietors Oct 26 Ord 
Warxrxs, Henry, 
Dealers Ord Oct 28 
—— he ey rth Pitas, —_—- Cattle Dealer 


Pet Oct 26 
AD vUDIOATION aie pone 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arprews, Wii11am, Carmarthen, 
ae Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 





Dowsox, Joux Hewny, Wolsingham, Durham, Cattle 
Dealer Durham Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct3i 

Dusepex, Joux, Burnley, Burnley 

x pag ded Ora Oct Pet 

vans, WILLIAM, Cabowner High Court 
Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Fiemas, Josern Srences, Suffolk, Farmer 
Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Harcaw Auioz, Oxford st Court Pet Oct 2 


a. (teem High Court Pet Oct 7 

Hory, Frepericx J. ie AAgennen -Vistaniian 

ane et Aug 6) Ord 

A, Moorgate st High Court Pet Oct 2 
Bilaina, Mon, Baker Tredegar Pet 

seas ey peed Bale, Ches Manchester Pet Oct 


HN, Lancs, Commercial Travel- 
Salford Bet Oot 29, 0 Oct 29 


Theatrical Manager Glouces- 
eee, Fae SEO, Set High Court Pet Oct 29 
aaa Cuaaies, Hastings, Bootmaker Hastings Pet 


30 Ord Oct 
ee Sar, SD Swansea Pet Oct 30 Ord 


mae , Haney, Gray's inn Holborn, Carpenter 
High Court Oot 29 

Tuusnoy, » Pet Oct 
Ord det 30 

Soret a Te § {High Court Pet Oct 

Utimann, CHARLES, Oyster Merchant High 
Court Pet Sept 29 Ord Oot'ts 

Wewprt, Avovusrvs, row, Corset Maker High 


Avi 
Court Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


fr Worthampton Pet Oct 12 
Amended notice substituted for that in the 
London Gazette of Sept. 22: 

Pruestox, Joux Wi de la Zouch, Farmer 
ton on ‘Trent Pet A ie caetd 
Amended substituted for that. in the 
Gazette of Oct. 13: 

‘Winvusr, Cuaruzs, Tooting Wandsworth Pet Sept 7 Ord 
Amended notice substituted for published in the 
Wi Wirt1an Grsson tt Builder 

“Croydon Pet Oct 19, Ord Oct 19 : 
Amended notice substituted 
oaton Ganetie of Oot 3 van 
Bae Ord Oe saarsusene 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ALLEN. Tobacconist 
Ee, Se: Nov 16 at 3 
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aes James Ricwarp, Stoke Newington, Florist Nov 10 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
aan Gronrar Micnmtwons, Bristol Nov 11 at 12.30 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Dewar, a ——, Brixton Nov i2 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Finwax, Joseru Srrxcerr, Rattlesden, Suffolk, * toe 
Nov 10 at 12.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Goparp, Rawson Hewry, Himbleton, Nate Farmer 
Nov 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, 45, C 

Gurrits, Joux Avowzo, Bideford, Pood Nov 10 at 1.15 


's Arms ple 
Garmestaw, Jonx, Hyde, ¢ Cheshire, Bleacher Nov 10 at3 
at, Manchester 


Ogd den’s chmbrs, B: 
Hoposoyw, Jaxn, Bradford, , Yorks Morin liatil Off Rec, 
1, row, 
Houpex, Epwarp Sg Maidstove, Commercial Tra- 
veller Nov 18 at 11 Off Rec, 9, King st, Maidstone 
Joxzs, Bexyaure aaeae, Liangoll len, Baker Nov 10 
at 11.30 Priory, Wrexham 
Kewt, Eowry, Great Yarmouth, Fish Hawker Nov 14 at 12 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Ketrenixo, Jon Hazetwoop, Battersea, Draper Nov 
10 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 
Jonx Ronert Houyrer, "Middleton, Lancs, Grocer 
ov 10 at 3.30 Off Rec, 9, Bridge st, Manchester 
McKay, Joux, Darlington’ Labourer Nov 18 at 3 Off 
Ree, 8, Albert road, Middlesbrough 
Nauper, a. perren, aaa Hill Nov 11 at 12 


= Martssce, eaabe 
Ovpy, rh pete = bl Sussex, Hotel Proprietor 
Nov 11 at 12 Coles & Sons, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 
Parkins, Garnet, Baker st, Lioyd’s sq Nov 10 at 12 
Bankru; ldgs, 


Psmusrntonx, Cuantes, Manchester Nov 10 at 2.45 Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Poxp, Revery, Hants Nov 10 at'3 Off Rec, 

Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsm 

Rarcuirre, Ricnaxn, Leicester, Fruit Merchant Nov 10 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berrid qe st, st, Leicester 

Rosert, 8t John’s Wood rd, Licensed Victualler 

Nov 10 at 1 Bankruptcy bl. bldgs, Carey st 

Rrecr, pena" Fleet st, \ perenne Nov 11 at 1 Bank- 


ruptey bldgs, Carey'st 

Rosrxson, Wii.t1am, Armley, Leeds Nov 12 at 11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Saunpers, Bexsamix, jun, Shimpling, Norfolk, Poultry 
Dealer Novi0ati2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Srivermay, Moras Parrur, Commercial Oy Provision 
Dealer Noviiatil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Srowz, Harry, and Waren Grorce Mantiy, Snodland, 

Cycle Manufacturers Novi18 at 10.30 Off Rec, 

9, King st, Maidstone 

Tavytor, Witt1am Epwarp, Davin James Guepuitt, and 
Lewis Guepariyi, Meltham, nr Huddersfield, Theatre 
Proprietors Nov ilatil Off Rec, 19, John William 
et, Huddersfield 

Tuacxanra, Witt 1AM, Henl bo ¥ as Stationer Nov 
12at 1.15 Queen’s 

Tuacker, Jouy, Cleetho 


, Grocer Nov 11 at 11 Off Ree, 
15, Osborne st, Gt <4 
Tiniey, Sawvr. Yarpuey, Kilburn, Solicitor Nov 11 at 12 
< kru bldgs, st 
, Licensed Victualler 


Tye, Wiu.iiam Kinscer, 
Nov 12at11 Off Rec, Walsall 

Watkiss, Nexey, and Wittiam Warxrss, Cardiff, Glass 
wenlere Novi2 at11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st. Cardiff 

Wirixer, Ricuarp, North Walsham, Norfolk, Cxttle 
Dealer Nov 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, King st, Nor- 
wi 

Wraiass, Witiian, Talsarnau, Merioneth, Clerk Nov 10 
at12 Police Court, Po: oc 

Nov llati2 Off 


Wirnees. Aurreo Sraxiey, Liverpool 
Rec, 36, Victoria st, Liverpool 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


A.pmpor, Heyry — ipo, China Merchant 
High Court Pet d Oct 30 

Axprews, Wriiran, oo a Victualler 
Carmarthen Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 

Aovst, Prerrz Josern Emre, ‘Abeutarle st, Club Pro- 

ietor HighCourt Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 30 
Arusrroxo, Jony, Kirkby Stephen Kendal eet Oct 28 
ger Lewes 


Ord Oct 29 
Baxyrevp, Esewezern, 8 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Oct 29 
Bowsy, Epevezen, org Carmarthens, Chemist 
Carmarthen Pet Oct 29 Ord Uct 30 
Bovp. oe Surrn, South Shields, Baker Newcastle on 
‘Benet pl. Roars Engineer 





d, Sussex, Ir 





Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
Burprr, Roratp aoe, & i. 
High Court 


Crayton, Groror, Big Notts, Shoemaker Notting- 
ham Pet Oct 81 Oct 31 
Cours, Joux, Broad Arrow ct, Milton st High Court Pet 
9 Ord Oct 31 
Coox, pe Gt panne. Builder Aylesbury Pet 


31 
Davies, Joux Henry, Ynyshir, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
Dei Gicee Goes c.‘gh Gout Pe 
A ARRY noe, Bri i rt Pet Oct 
30 "Ota Oct 30 
Dowsox, Jonx gy Wolsingham, Durham, Cattle 


Du J Burnl y jy or all Burnl 
ERDEN, Jonx, " 
ee ree! Dra Oat 30 "6 
vaws, Wittism, Paddington,Cabowner HighCourt Pet 

Oct 30 Ord Get 30 : 


Frauay, Josern Spexce Saf F 
ry St Edmunds Pet Oct 98 Oct 28 —— 
Haraisox, Saran Bochanam Folowheld Manchester Pet 
Oct 27 Ord Oct 30 


Houivex, Epwanv Groroe, Maidstone, Kent, 
Traveller Maidstone Pet Sept 21° Ord Oct 30 
Bags Aubert ALrnrep, ester, Saddler Brighton 
di raed id vED i > Mark lane 
lonxson, Sionzy Evve.s, hCourt Pet Oct 
16 Ord Oct 81 _ 





Narr, Jawes Feancrs, Blaina, Mon, Baker Tredegar Pet 
Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


Ossoanr, Stoney Septimus, Maldon, Essex, Watch Maker 
Chelmsford Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 29 

Oxenpvey, Sir Percy Dixwett Noweit Dixwetr, oe 
stone, Raronet Canterbury Pet Augi18 Ord Oct 

Ramsportou, Jony, — Traveller Sal. 
ford Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct i 

Rartcutrre, Ricuarp, Leloester:} Fruit Merchant Leicester 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 28 

Riccr, Lvrat, Fleet st, Journalist High Court Pet Oct 29 
Ord Oct 31 


Swansea Pet Oct 30 Ord 
30 

Scurerver, Orro, Waterloo, Lancs, General Merchant 
Liverpool 28 Ord 

Sovrneoats, Turxett Becker, Yee avnue 
High Court PetSeptié Ord Oct 

Tuavserox, Davin, ——- Engine Pitter Searborough 
Pet Oct 30 Oud Oct 30 

Towers, Aurrep, Clapham, Clerk HighCourt Pet Oct 30 
Ord Oc3 30 


Southampton row, Corset Maker 


et Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 . 
Wass, Davip, Blaengarw, Glam, Haulier Cardiff 
Pet Oct.29 Ord Oct 29 


Wogues. ye jun, Hushden, Butcher Northampton 
Pet Ord Oct 28 

Warum” Weenan Gissoy, Mitcham, Surrey, Builder 
Croydon Pet Oct 19 Ord Ovt 26 

Woop, James Hewny, and Wii11am Compton, Retin. 
Shoe Manufacturers No pton Pet 12 
Ord Oct 29 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Tomxrxs, Aurrep Cuaries, King Edward st, Islington, 
Gent High Court Adjud saly 13, 1896 Annul Oct 29 

Bostock, Wi1iu1am, Wilderspool, Cheshire, — War- 
rington Adjud July am, 1896 Annul 


All letters intended for publication m the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


MAPLE & CO 


Rorrer, Davin, Swansea 


AvousTus. 
Court Pet 


"a 








RELIMINARY LAW EXAMINATIO 


an experienced three have m 
during the last nine months; moderate charges. = 
M.A., 24, Half-edge-lane, Eccles. 


—Candidates th h the at ’ 
are prepared “go post 





| F—- } trace First in First-Cl 


ass Honours 
Common Law and Equity, Gold Medallist) 1 is witless 
Prepare Candidates by correspondence for London U: 
a — Address, Lzx, “ Solicit 


Class Honours in Roman La 





A (PRACTICE or PARTNERSHIP. 
itor Desires to Purchase obt-ertahiehes Prac 
of high stending in the City or West End to amalg 
with his own; strict in tion required ; ould 
abject a Partnership for a few years with 
wishing to retire ually, or Permanent Partnership i 
an unexceptionable Firm; age 30; University Gradu 
three years’ experience in West End 
City Be -- no agents.—Rawmo, “ Solicitors’ Journal ” Of 
27, Chancery-! lane. 
AW PARTNERSHIP. —To Solicitors 
Wanted, to Purchase, a Partnershi A 


Solicitors in London or the Country. ee 
was icled to and has subsequently oo ‘with a fi 


Firm and seven & 





hip 


nd | 





class Manchester firm. References given.— Address, 
29, Booth-street, Manchester. 
as. —Wanted, by Solicitor (admitted, 
Managin vith 0 Conveyancing Clerkship in a 
Country. "Office, or without view to Partne 
advertiser has had experience in Conveyan 
Litigation, Magisterial - and General <r 
capable of taking charge of office in absence o 
can introduce capital.—Lrx, Solicitors’ Pt nic 
Chancery-lane. 
AW.—Wanted by Member of Manx 
(residing in England), Clerkship, commencing 
— salary.—D. Rixa Levens, Milnthorpe, We 
and 


A 80 SOLICITOR sailing next week for Cann 
to undertake any Commissions 

ly No. 2, at the “‘ Solicitors’ Journal” 

e, London. 


terms. os 





Chancery-! 
S 

Practice would Recommend his Clerk (who 
keep business together) to Solicitor just admitted.—A. T. 
= "Solicitors Journal ”’ Office, London. 


JOLICITOR’S SON seeks Situation 








FURNITURE 


MAPLE & CO. FIT 
UP_ OFFICES, 
Board Rooms, and 
Committee Rooms 
for Banking, In- 
surance and Rail- 
wa ies, 
Societies, and 
Private Fi and 
being manufac- 
turers on a very 
large scale are able 
to carry out all 





for 


OFFICES 
BANKS 
BOARD 


Practice ; age 18 
highest references or security.—W., 33, ‘Tweedy«n 


referred ; three years’ expe 
of one “Court cal is 
| Bromley, Kent. 





| ro BARRISTERS and SOLICITORS 


requires Situation where he 
participate in Law ractice and other misce 
work ; —— End district preferred; good knowledge. 
bm ; Pay anme 4 ~~ in 7. 


—KE., care 
Rowe, Se Tee Blomfeld-street, B 


OB28—D Avid DENTON, Ce 
Peth -road, 
chaatenda all kinds, 5 in Towa or ed, London, 
Faget = Sn apn twenty years’ expe 


ANTED TO PURCHASE. —Will | 
10s. for Vol. 44 of the “‘ Weekly ay Deqevtas 
7s. 6d. for Vol. 40 of the “‘ Solicitors’ Journal ai : 
Maxwe 1, Limited, 3, Chancery-lane, London. 











ROOMS 
FIRST 
CLASS isot oi 


FURNITURE 


Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 


THE BURLINGTON CLASSES. 


LAW EXAMINATIONS 
Principal: Ma. 3. GHARUBLTON. Bat fore Honours 


Tutors: A maison oF oto me i DNOURS Gravvuares, 
Baxeisters, awp Speciaisrs. 


such orders in the 
most expeditious 

, a8 well as 
at the smallest cost 
consistent with 
good materials 














Address: Tue Paixcirat, Dusspeegs Cason, 
: 27, Cuaxousy-Laxz, W.C. 





r Nar DENE, Caterham, Surrey Hi 

500 feet above sea; splendid air and water. 
Crostanp Fenton, M.A., Trin. Coll., Camb., takes 
Boys. Brilliant honour iist. Games, "cycling. Best 
ences England, Wales, Scotland, ints. 


EDE AND SON, 


nome bh 


BY SPROIAL APPOINTMENT 
aa, He ‘on the Whole 


of London, é&e. 








| 
j 
} 


| 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRIS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for 
Clerks, and Olerke of oo Peon” 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy G 
ESTABLISHED 1699. 


9 OBANCERY LANE, LONDOI 


GLICITOR leaving small Manchest 








